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ABSTRACT 
 
What is the role of metalinguistic terminology in second language teaching and learning?  
Specifically, how is metalinguistic terminology used in foreign language textbooks?  To what 
extent are students familiar with metalinguistic terms?  What effect does the instruction of 
metalinguistic terminology have on students’ comprehension of second language grammar?  This 
project focuses on these yet unanswered questions. 
The study consists of three distinct investigations.  First, I conduct a content analysis of 
eight first-year French textbooks to investigate the type of terminology employed in grammar 
presentations and the extent to which this terminology is defined.  Second, I conduct a survey to 
assess the knowledge of grammatical terminology of first- and second-year learners of French.  
Finally, I conduct an empirical investigation in order to determine the effect of instruction of 
metalinguistic terminology on student learning of French relative pronouns.  My findings 
confirm that textbooks employ metalinguistic terminology in their presentations of grammar, but 
in the majority of cases, they use these metalinguistic terms without defining them.  My findings 
also confirm that language learners are generally unfamiliar with metalinguistic terminology.  
Finally, my findings confirm that while instruction of metalinguistic terms significantly affects 
student performance on task, the improvement made by learners who receive this instruction 
does not differ significantly from the improvement made by learners who do not receive this 
instruction.  More broadly, this finding adds to the literature on the usefulness of explicit form-
focused instruction by providing support for the facilitative effect of directing learners’ attention 
to form whether or not they understand the terminology used to label that form. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Grammar instruction has played a vital role in classroom second language teaching for 
many years.  This tradition has been maintained and is apparent in the grammar explanations that 
are present in many of the foreign language textbooks used in language classrooms today.  Many 
language textbooks have maintained a traditional approach to presenting grammar, including 
using metalinguistic, or grammatical, terminology in explaining grammatical features of the 
target language.  All the while, however, it appears that students in the United States are entering 
language classrooms with little or no knowledge of the meaning of these terms, which may make 
these grammar explanations difficult to comprehend. 
What then is the relationship between the metalinguistic terminology that many foreign 
language textbooks employ in presenting grammar and the extent to which students understand 
the meaning of those metalinguistic terms?  Furthermore, what is the effect of instruction of 
metalinguistic terminology on students’ comprehension of L2 grammar?  These questions will be 
addressed by exploring whether instruction aimed at increasing students’ knowledge of 
grammatical metalanguage helps students in learning L2 grammar. 
 
Literature Review 
One of the central questions in the sphere of language education has been the question 
surrounding the role of grammar within language teaching.  A variety of approaches to foreign 
language teaching have been developed and applied for use within language classrooms, and 
these approaches have espoused a range of attitudes concerning the importance of grammar 
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instruction.  The following section outlines several of the approaches that greatly shaped foreign 
language education in the United States. 
 
Early Approaches to Grammar Instruction 
One of the first documented approaches to foreign language grammar instruction was the 
grammar-translation method.  This method was the preferred method of instruction through the 
early twentieth century.  The approach was first employed in the teaching of both Greek and 
Latin and was later used in modern language instruction.  The main goals of the grammar-
translation method were: (1) to help learners read and understand classic foreign language texts 
and (2) to improve learners’ grasp of their own language by examining the grammatical structure 
of the foreign language (Larsen-Freeman and Anderson 2011; Omaggio Hadley 2001). 
The grammar-translation method stressed translation, the study of grammar rules, and 
rote learning of vocabulary terms (Larsen-Freeman and Anderson 2011; Omaggio Hadley 2001; 
Shrum and Glisan 2005).  The development of grammatical proficiency and accuracy was a 
central focus of this method.  Grammar was taught deductively with detailed descriptions of the 
language’s grammatical structure expressed using grammatical terminology.  Lengthy translation 
exercises then followed in order to assess students’ understanding of the grammar.  In summary, 
the grammar-translation method strove to teach language by focusing on the linguistic system, 
translation from the foreign language to the native language and vice versa, and the 
memorization of conjugations, rules, and vocabulary terms.  Oral communication in the foreign 
language was not stressed in this method. 
In the late 1800s, the focus of language instruction began to shift with the introduction of 
the direct method.  While the grammar-translation method did not provide opportunities for 
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learners to practice listening and speaking in the foreign language, the direct method promoted 
the development of learners’ listening and speaking skills through a learn-by-doing approach.  
That is, students learned to communicate in the foreign language by listening and speaking in the 
classroom.  In stark contrast to the grammar-translation method, one essential feature of the 
direct method was that translation into the learners’ native language was not permitted.  Instead, 
meaning was expressed directly in the foreign language by way of actions, illustrations, and 
pictures (Larsen-Freeman and Anderson 2011; Omaggio Hadley 2001; Richards and Rodgers 
2001). 
Very little explicit grammar instruction was provided under the direct method.  However, 
in those instances in which explicit grammar instruction was provided, explanations were 
provided solely in the foreign language.  Nevertheless, it was thought that students would learn 
the grammatical structure of the foreign language simply by using the language (Omaggio 
Hadley 2001; Richards and Rodgers 2001).  As a result, instead of devoting class time to a 
systematic study of the language’s rules, foreign language educators were encouraged to help 
students practice using the language to communicate.  In this way, the direct method fostered an 
inductive approach to the teaching of grammar. 
In the 1940s, the audiolingual method was introduced.  Similar to the direct method, the 
audiolingual method centered on developing students’ listening and speaking skills.  Yet unlike 
the direct method, the audiolingual method aimed to develop students’ proficiency in the areas of 
listening and speaking through the use of “stimulus-response learning: repetition, dialogue 
memorization, and manipulation of grammatical pattern drills” (Shrum and Glisan 2005: 41).  
This new method was founded on theories in structural linguistics and behavioral psychology.  
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Brown (2007) explains how these theories affected foreign language education during this 
period: 
Structural linguists of the 1940s and 1950s had been engaged in what they claimed was a 
‘scientific descriptive analysis’ of various languages, and teaching methodologists saw a 
direct application of such analysis to teaching linguistic patterns (Fries, 1945).  At the 
same time, behavioristic psychologists advocated conditioning and habit-formation models 
of learning.  The classical and operant conditioning models […] provided the perfect 
foundation for the mimicry drills and pattern practices so typical of audiolingual 
methodology. (111) 
Indeed, the audiolingual method assumed that language learning would occur in the 
course of conditioning students’ linguistic patterns.  That is, students would learn the language 
by repeatedly providing the appropriate replies to various stimuli, thereby conforming to the 
linguistic conventions of the foreign language.  Since the audiolingual method held that language 
was learned via stimulus-response conditioning, the method eliminated instruction that 
emphasized the analysis of a language’s grammatical system.  Instead, learners received 
structured grammatical input through the use of repetition, dialogues, and pattern drills.  Due to 
the high priority placed on this type of stimulus-response learning, the majority of student speech 
was not spontaneous, but rather tended to be quite scripted and unnatural (Omaggio Hadley 
2001; Richards and Rodgers 2001; Shrum and Glisan 2005). 
By the early 1960s, the notion that conditioning and habit formation would lead to 
language acquisition was highly contested, and theories of learning shifted away from 
behaviorist interpretations of learning.  Not surprisingly, practices in language education also 
changed, and the cognitive approach was introduced.  This approach encouraged “more 
meaningful language use and creativity” (Shrum and Glisan 2005: 41).  The approach was 
informed by Chomsky’s (1965) notion of universal grammar as well as the subsequent 
prominence of syntax in second language acquisition research.  Chomsky claimed that language 
was not acquired through the development of various habits, in view of the fact that people have 
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the ability to generate and comprehend utterances they have never heard: “Language is not a 
habit structure.  Ordinary linguistic behavior characteristically involves innovation, formation of 
new sentences and patterns in accordance with rules of great abstractness and intricacy” 
(Chomsky 1966: 153). 
If, as Chomsky argued, language is created according to a set of rules, it follows, then, 
that a language can be acquired by learning the rules that govern that language.  Accordingly, 
and in contrast to the audiolingual method, two key notions were central to the cognitive 
approach: (1) “meaningful learning was essential to language acquisition,” and (2) “conscious 
knowledge of grammar was important” (Omaggio Hadley 2001: 115).  In the cognitive approach, 
it was thought that students ought to become familiar with the grammatical rules of the target 
language before trying to converse in that language.  In this way, learners would use their 
knowledge of the language’s rules to produce the language.  As a result, this approach placed a 
heavy emphasis on the teaching of grammar. 
Finally, in the 1970s language education shifted to an emphasis on improving students’ 
ability to effectively communicate in the target language.  Communicative approaches to 
language learning and teaching stressed the importance of being able to use the target language 
to communicate in authentic contexts.  Reflecting more on the social function of language, 
Halliday (1973) argued that learning a language involves more than learning the grammar of that 
language.  According to Halliday, one must also understand the various purposes for which 
language is used: “language acquisition…needs to be seen as the mastery of linguistic functions.  
Learning one’s mother tongue is learning the uses of language, and the meanings, or rather the 
meaning potential, associated with them.  The structures, the words and the sounds are the 
realization of this meaning potential” (Halliday 1973: 345). 
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Similarly, Hymes (1971) argued that the development of communicative proficiency in a 
language involves more than linguistic competence.  Communicative competence, or 
understanding the appropriate way in which to express oneself in a particular situation, is also a 
necessary component: “There are rules of use without which the rules of grammar would be 
useless” (Hymes 1971: 10). 
The ideas of Halliday and Hymes, among others (e.g., Breen and Candlin 1980; Brumfit 
and Johnson 1979; Savignon 1983; Widdowson 1978; Wilkins 1976), influenced language 
teaching in the 1970s, and as a result, communicative approaches grew in popularity during this 
period.  The primary objective of communicative language teaching is to help learners develop 
communicative competence in the target language.  Rather than considering language as merely 
an object to be studied, communicative approaches consider language above all as a means to 
communicate in interaction with others.  In short, one of the fundamental underlying 
characteristics of these approaches is to build students’ ability to communicate. 
 
The Importance of Grammar Instruction 
As the emphasis in language education has shifted toward developing students’ ability to 
communicate in interaction with others, questions have been raised concerning the importance of 
grammar instruction in the foreign language classroom.  If the emphasis in foreign language 
education has shifted to developing students’ capacity to communicate in the language in real 
world situations, is grammar instruction necessary?  Is the development of students’ grammatical 
competence important in a communicative context? 
There has been no lack of divergence within the second language acquisition (SLA) 
literature surrounding the questions of how to best teach grammar or whether grammar 
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instruction is even beneficial.  In the 1980s one of the common questions in SLA research 
centered on whether or not second language learners should be encouraged to focus on linguistic 
form.  This question fed into the larger discussion concerning whether the teaching of grammar 
benefited learners by expanding their second language competence.  Stephen Krashen (1977, 
1981, 1982, 1984, 1985, 1992, 1997) suggested one view of the role of grammar instruction in 
the development of second language competence – a view which was highly contested beginning 
in the late 1970s through the 1990s.  Although he has put forward a number of hypotheses, 
Krashen’s Input Hypothesis, as it relates to grammar instruction, will be the focus of this 
discussion. 
Krashen (1982) argued that learners attain grammatical structures through 
comprehensible input, that is, input that is slightly above their existing level of language 
competence (i+1).  Moreover, Krashen (1984) stated that comprehensible input is “the only true 
cause of second language acquisition” (p. 61).  For Krashen, explicit grammar instruction is 
ineffective since learners are unable to effectively apply explicit grammar rules in the course of 
interaction.  Therefore, he claimed that rather than learning grammatical rules, learners should be 
exposed to comprehensible input.  This exposure would lead to acquisition with learners 
generating grammatical rules from the input, rather than explicitly learning them. 
However, Krashen’s (1981, 1983, 1985) notion that language learning can occur without 
some level of conscious awareness was challenged.  In his noticing hypothesis, Schmidt (1990, 
1993, 1995) proposed that conscious awareness of form, or “noticing,” is an essential 
requirement for learning a language.  Schmidt (2001) stressed the critical importance of noticing 
in second language acquisition: “SLA is largely driven by what learners pay attention to and 
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notice in the target language input, and what they understand the significance of the noticed input 
to be” (3-4). 
While a few scholars have expressed reservations concerning Schmidt’s noticing 
hypothesis (e.g., Truscott 1998), researchers in the field generally support the idea that 
consciously attending to linguistic form is critical for language learning (e.g., DeKeyser 1998; 
Ellis 2001, 2002; Ellis, Basturkmen, and Loewen 2001; Fotos 1993, 1994; Robinson 1995).  
Moreover, Skehan (1998) and VanPatten (1996, 2004) have concluded that learners process 
input for meaning before processing for form.  Learners can process non-meaningful form, but 
only if the processing of informational or communicative content requires little of their attention 
(Skehan 1998; VanPatten 1996, 2004).  It follows, then, that by making learners aware of non-
meaningful language forms in the input, they will be better able to assimilate those forms. 
Krashen’s view that grammar instruction is ineffective was also contradicted by many 
studies that indicated that grammar instruction can be beneficial for language learners (e.g., 
Doughty 1991; Doughty and Williams 1998; Ellis 1990; Lightbown and Spada 1990; Long 1983; 
Swain 1998).  For example, Long (1983) evaluated the results from a number of previous studies 
concerning both instructed and naturalistic L2 learners.  He presented evidence which shows that 
in general, instructed L2 learners attain a higher degree of grammatical competence than 
naturalistic L2 learners.  Based on the experiential evidence offered in his review, Long 
concluded that grammar instruction is helpful: (1) for both children and adult learners, (2) for 
learners of all proficiency levels, (3) on both integrative and discrete-point assessments, and (4) 
in both acquisition-rich and acquisition-poor contexts (359).  Thus, Long concluded that 
grammar instruction plays an important role in language learning.  This conclusion suggests that, 
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contrary to Krashen’s view of grammar instruction, the teaching of grammar plays a significant 
role in learning a foreign language. 
Indeed, in the 1990s, empirical studies began to lend support to the notion that encouraging 
learners to focus on form is beneficial for language acquisition (Doughty 1991; Doughty and 
Williams 1998; Ellis 2002; Lightbown and Spada 1990; Norris and Ortega 2000; Swain 1998).  
Even Terrell, who created the Natural Approach together with Krashen (Terrell 1977, 1982; 
Krashen and Terrell 1983), later stressed the need for attention to grammatical form.  Terrell 
(1991) argued that adult language learners would benefit from grammar instruction within a 
communicative context: 
We do not know whether students who are restricted to a classroom environment could 
acquire a verb system as complex as the Romance language systems without EGI [explicit 
grammar instruction] given their necessarily limited amount of exposure to input.  My 
impression is that grammar-focused activities are necessary and that classroom students 
will not come close to the number of hours of input necessary for natural acquisition. (60) 
In his view, grammar instruction helps adult students in acquiring language by serving as an 
advance organizer and an input organizer.  For these reasons, he concluded that grammar 
instruction is helpful in L2 learning. 
Norris and Ortega (2000) conducted a meta-analysis of 49 experimental and quasi-
experimental studies (published from 1980 to 1998) examining the effectiveness of L2 grammar 
instruction.  The meta-analysis was motivated by the authors’ assessment that in spite of the fact 
that individual studies may boast a large sample size or an intricate research design, a meta-
analysis of studies concerning the effectiveness of L2 instruction could offer results with higher 
validity than one study alone could supply. The meta-analysis sought to answer the following 
two general research questions put forth by the authors: (1) “How effective is L2 instruction 
overall and relative to simple exposure or meaning-driven communication?” and (2) “What is the 
relative effectiveness of different types and categories of L2 instruction?” (428). 
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In order to answer these questions, Norris and Ortega synthesized seventy-seven 
experimental and quasi-experimental studies by first classifying these studies according to the 
approach to L2 instruction employed in each.  Next, the researchers quantitatively summarized 
the results obtained from these investigations.  Then, the average effect size of each study was 
analyzed in order to gauge the extent to which the various approaches to L2 instruction were 
successful.  Finally, confidence intervals were calculated in order to measure the statistical 
reliability of the results obtained in each study. 
The analysis confirmed the general usefulness of grammar instruction in language 
learning.  Moreover, results from the synthesis of studies showed that explicit examinations of 
grammar were more effective than implicit forms of grammar instruction.  Keeping to the 
classifications suggested by DeKeyser (1995), Norris and Ortega deemed instructional 
treatments to be explicit under either of the following two conditions: (1) “rule explanation 
comprised part of the instruction” or (2) “learners were directly asked to attend to particular 
forms and to try to arrive at metalinguistic generalizations on their own” (437).  On the other 
hand, the authors regarded as implicit, instructional treatments in which “neither rule 
presentation nor directions to attend to particular forms were part of [the] treatment” (437). 
The research also indicated that focus on form and focus on forms approaches
1
 yielded 
comparable results.  The results, then, favor overt instruction of grammar and indicate that there 
is no strong support for the notion that a linguistic syllabus is harmful or unconstructive for 
language learners.  The quantitative meta-analysis conducted by Norris and Ortega adds to the 
body of knowledge concerning the effectiveness of L2 grammar instruction by creating a 
replicable synthesis of collective data regarding this important question. 
                                                          
1
 See discussion below. 
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Ellis (2002) presents an examination of research concerning the effects of form-focused 
instruction on the acquisition of implicit knowledge.  In order to determine whether form-
focused instruction contributes to the acquisition of implicit knowledge, Ellis analyzed eleven 
studies that looked at the effect of form-focused instruction on learners’ communicative free 
production.  Although the studies varied according to different characteristics such as the age of 
participants and the instructional environment (e.g., immersion, university level courses), all 
studies shared a common variable.  That is, all participants had achieved a level of language 
proficiency that allowed them the ability to communicate in free-production tasks.  Given that 
learners’ communicative free production was the measure of acquisition of implicit knowledge, 
it was essential for all students to be able to communicate in free-production tasks. 
Ellis examined the results from the eleven studies and tabulated those results according to 
six different groupings: (1) the effectiveness of instruction, (2) the age of participants, (3) the 
nature of the linguistic target, (4) the scope of the treatment, (5) the type of instruction, and (6) 
the measure of acquisition (229).  Contrary to the view espoused by Krashen (1981, 1993) that 
form-focused instruction is capable of contributing only to learned, explicit knowledge, seven of 
the eleven studies examined by Ellis found that form-focused instruction was effective in 
increasing participants’ grammatical accuracy in free production tasks.  These findings offer 
evidence that form-focused instruction contributes to both learned and acquired knowledge.  
Form-focused instruction did not prove to be effective in all of the studies.  In fact, four of the 
studies failed to provide support for the assertion that form-focused instruction contributes to 
acquired knowledge.  Nevertheless, Ellis concludes that the noticing of target structures plays a 
central role in L2 learning by affecting both explicit and implicit knowledge. 
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These authors agree then that grammar instruction and the development of grammatical 
competency can help to develop students’ language skills and communicative competence.  
Indeed, studies in the field of second language acquisition now largely substantiate the notion 
that mere exposure to a foreign language is not enough to promote linguistic accuracy for all 
features (Harley and Swain 1984; Lapkin, Hart, and Swain 1991).  As a result, learners’ attention 
must be directed to particular features of language that otherwise seem to go unnoticed (de 
Graaff 1997; DeKeyser 1995; Doughty and Varela 1998; Long, Inagaki, and Ortega 1998). 
One approach to directing students’ attention to particular language features is form-
focused instruction.  Ellis (2001) describes form-focused instruction as “any planned or 
incidental instructional activity that is intended to induce language learners to pay attention to 
linguistic form” (1-2).  To date, evidence from the applied linguistics literature has indicated that 
form-focused instruction is associated with higher levels of grammar attainment than instruction 
that is not form-focused (Ellis 2002). 
Still, several questions concerning form-focused instruction remain unanswered.  Today, 
the most significant among them is not whether overt teaching of grammar assists L2 learners in 
improving their second language ability, but rather which approach is most helpful in achieving 
this goal.  Long (2000) suggests that second language grammar teaching can be grouped into 
three main categories.  These categories are determined by whether the teaching involves a focus 
on forms, meaning, or a combination of forms and meaning.  A focus on forms approach to 
grammar teaching calls for students to attend to each of the target language’s grammatical 
structures separately.  The order in which each grammatical structure is taught is often arranged 
by syllabus or textbook writers (180). 
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In contrast, Long (2000) states that meaning-focused grammar teaching is grounded in 
the theory that acquisition of a second language is brought about when learners receive both 
comprehensible input and opportunities for meaningful language use.  Consequently, in its purest 
form, meaning-focused instruction is entirely communicative.  Rather than syllabus or textbook 
writers assembling separate lessons on individual grammatical structures, it is the duty of the 
students to make sense of and apply the grammatical system of the target language based solely 
on the input they receive.  Thus, in this approach, learners are said to indirectly acquire the rules 
that govern the target language.  Long’s position, though, is that increasingly, investigations have 
revealed that focusing only on meaning is inadequate in helping learners attain native-like 
abilities in a second language (Lightbown and Spada 2006; Long 1990, 1993).  For this reason, 
he suggests a third option, a focus on form, which he argues can enhance both the speed with 
which learners acquire grammatical structures, as well as their level of ultimate success in the 
language. 
Focus on form encourages students to attend to grammatical structures within 
predominantly meaning-focused tasks.  Within this framework of meaningful interaction, a focus 
on form approach to teaching grammar encourages students to turn their attention to grammatical 
structures of the language that create problems for them.  In other words, learners are prompted 
to briefly change their focus (i.e., from meaning to forms) when they experience difficulties 
understanding or producing utterances in the target language.  The idea is to encourage noticing.  
By combining short periods of a focus on forms to encourage noticing within meaningful 
interaction, the focus on form approach aims to apply those characteristic features which are 
most effective from both a focus on forms approach and a focus on meaning approach. 
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A metalinguistically oriented approach to form-focused instruction is evident in 
numerous language textbooks currently used in language courses.
2
  These language textbooks 
introduce the rules of the language using metalinguistic terminology in their explanations of 
grammar.  Learners are encouraged to focus on the grammatical features of the language by way 
of analyses and explanations that make use of metalinguistic terminology.  However, 
Mohammed (1996) argues that these metalinguistic terms simply encumber the learning process. 
Mohammed distinguishes between three different types of grammar: learner, reference, and 
pedagogical (see also Mystkowska-Wiertelak and Pawlak 2012; Pawlak 2006 for a discussion of 
additional grammar types).  Learner’s grammar signifies a grammar that has been constructed by 
the learner through the process of detecting grammatical patterns and creating hypotheses 
concerning the grammatical rules that govern those patterns.  In contrast, reference grammar 
seeks to explain language as completely as possible, often through the use of grammatical 
analysis and metalinguistic terminology.  Pedagogical grammar denotes a grammar that has been 
reduced in scope in order to create simple explanations that students can grasp. 
Mohammed concludes that informal pedagogical grammar may be the most effective form 
of grammar instruction because in this approach, grammar is reduced in scope and is explained 
using a minimum of metalinguistic terms.  According to Mohammed, metalinguistic terms 
simply encumber the learning process because students must be familiar with the terminology in 
order to understand the grammar rules that will then help them to practice and learn the 
language.  In this way, learning becomes a three step process: (1) learn the meanings of the 
grammar terms, (2) learn the grammar rules, (3) apply those rules in order to communicate in the 
language.  Still, Mohammed simply assumes that students are unfamiliar with the grammar terms 
                                                          
2
 See chapter on content analysis. 
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used in foreign language textbooks.  He does not conduct an investigation to provide support for 
his assumption that students are unfamiliar with metalinguistic terms. 
 
Metalinguistic Terminology in Instructed Language Learning 
In contrast, a few investigations (e.g., Alderson, Clapham, and Steel 1997; Berry 2009; 
Vande Berg 1999) have explored students’ knowledge of metalinguistic terminology.  Alderson 
et al. (1997) examined the metalinguistic knowledge of 509 English learners of French enrolled 
at seven different universities in Britain.  The researchers then investigated whether there was 
any correlation between students’ metalinguistic knowledge and their general language 
proficiency and aptitude.  Section One of the metalinguistic knowledge test specifically targeted 
students’ knowledge of metalinguistic terminology.  In this section, learners had to identify 
various parts of speech within a sentence.  The investigators reported a mean score of 66 % on 
the English metalinguistic terminology portion of the test.  Furthermore, while a large percentage 
of learners were able to identify some of the metalinguistic terms (e.g., 99% of participants 
correctly identified a verb, 98% a noun, and 97% a subject), other terms caused difficulty for a 
majority of participants (e.g., 1% of participants correctly identified a predicate, 35 % an 
indefinite article, and 43 % a finite verb).  Based on the results, the researchers conclude that 
students’ knowledge of metalinguistic terminology is rather limited: 
The results confirm the suspicions of those university lecturers who feel that students are 
not sufficiently familiar with metalinguistic terms to be able to understand them if they are 
used in class.  Any instruction which assumes that students know more than ‘noun’ or 
‘verb’ will cause problems for many students (Alderson et al. 1997: 108). 
Berry (2009) also assessed students’ knowledge of metalinguistic terminology.  The 
participants were 296 first-year students majoring in English at universities in Austria, Hong 
Kong, and Poland.  The measure used to gauge students’ knowledge of metalinguistic terms 
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required participants: (1) to mark the grammatical terms they knew and (2) to provide an 
example of the terms (e.g., for determiner ‘this, these’; for subject ‘He likes you’).  The results 
exhibited similarities between the three groups of students, with mean scores for students in 
Austria, Hong Kong, and Poland of 21.33 (out of 50), 22.55 (out of 50), and 23.87 (out of 50), 
respectively.  That is, on average, students were able to provide examples for fewer than half of 
the metalinguistic terms on the test.  Nevertheless, disparities were apparent within all three 
groups: Austria (range: 5-36, SD: 7.23); Hong Kong (range: 9-35, SD: 5.32); Poland (range: 7-
40, SD: 7.27).  Based on these results, it appears that while knowledge of metalinguistic 
terminology can vary from student to student, in general, it has been shown to be rather limited. 
Finally, Vande Berg (1999) conducted a survey to explore students’ familiarity with 
metalinguistic terms.  The survey examined 110 beginning French learners’ knowledge of ten 
common grammatical terms (i.e., subject pronoun, definite article, preposition, adjective, 
auxiliary verb, conjugated verb, past participle, adverb, direct object, and indirect object).  The 
participants, all in their first semester of French, were asked to identify one specific grammatical 
element in each of ten sentences.  Vande Berg justified her choice of the ten survey items saying, 
“The features were chosen on the basis of the grammatical terminology used in three recent 
beginning French textbooks [Invitation, Bonne Route, and Parallèles]” (646).  She goes on to 
add, “Because the questionnaire was composed in English but the study itself was based on 
grammatical terminology used in the teaching of French, the features under examination were 
grammatical elements common to both English and French” (646). 
Both the survey items as well as the metalinguistic terms targeted in the survey were in 
English.  Vande Berg’s choice to create the survey in English was motivated by two chief 
reasons.  First, because surveys were administered to participants at the first class meeting of a 
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beginning-level French course, the participants were not familiar enough with French to 
complete the survey in the target language.  Second, Vande Berg asserted that elementary level 
French texts generally present grammar in English.
3
  Accordingly, throughout the beginning 
levels of French, learners continually come across these metalinguistic terms in English. 
Vande Berg gathered data on the total number of correct replies that each participant 
provided.  Since the survey contained a total of ten items, the minimum possible score for the 
survey was 0 out of 10, and the maximum possible score was 10 out of 10.  The results from the 
survey reveal that the mode (n = 27, representing approximately one-fourth of the students) was 
4 (out of 10) and that the mean for the survey was 4.34 (out of 10).  Furthermore, the results 
show that less than half of the students pinpointed the correct grammatical element in seven out 
of the ten sentences (647). 
Vande Berg concludes that her observation that first-year French learners possess little 
knowledge of metalanguage is evidenced in these results.  Data from the Vande Berg survey 
imply that some language students might not understand the meaning of even the most basic 
grammatical notions such as verb or subject (647).  Thus, Vande Berg exposes the disparity 
between the grammar explanations laden with metalinguistic terminology that are often 
presented in foreign language texts and learners’ comprehension of these explanations: 
This study suggests, then, that we must assume that our students have little familiarity with 
the grammatical terminology which they will encounter in their beginning language 
textbooks.  Clearly students are not learning these structural terms in the English classes 
they take at the elementary, intermediate, or high school level, and so it is imprudent to 
believe that foreign language learners can comprehend the grammar presentations of their 
structure-based language textbooks without further explanation on the part of the teacher 
(654-655). 
                                                          
3
 While Vande Berg makes this assertion, she does not offer support for her claim.  I will provide support for this 
assertion through a content analysis of elementary level French textbooks in Chapter 2. 
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While it is impossible to make a direct comparison between the results obtained in this study and 
those obtained in Alderson et al. (1997) and Berry (2009), because the measures of 
metalinguistic knowledge differed in each, Vande Berg’s finding that learners possess little 
knowledge of metalinguistic terminology supports the results obtained by both Alderson et al. 
(1997) and Berry (2009).   
Vande Berg concludes that results from her survey have implications for foreign language 
education.  She proposes two opposing approaches for incorporating implications of her study 
into the language classroom.  First, based on the findings revealed in the survey, she suggests 
that one possible implication may be that when teaching a lesson on grammar, foreign language 
teachers should start the lesson with an examination of the grammatical feature in English in 
order to ensure that students understand the terminology used in the lesson.  Then the teacher 
could go on to examine the grammatical feature in the second language being studied.  
Nevertheless, Vande Berg acknowledges that the case could be made that analyzing English 
sentences and explaining English metalinguistic terminology might not be suitable for a foreign 
language course.  Therefore, she proposes a second, somewhat contradictory, approach to 
integrating implications of her survey into the classroom.  She suggests that it may be 
appropriate for foreign language teachers to stop using textbooks that focus heavily on grammar, 
and instead opt for methods that minimize grammar instruction (e.g., the Natural Approach). 
However, I argue that this suggestion must be considered with caution.  To propose that 
grammar should be avoided simply because learners do not understand the terminology used in 
explaining it seems unfounded.  Indeed, this proposal seems to contradict the main findings 
concerning form-focused instruction that have been brought forth in the second language 
acquisition literature.  Perhaps the better question is not whether foreign language teachers 
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should opt for methods that minimize grammar instruction, but whether grammar explanations 
would be more effective if presented in a different manner.  To be sure, there is a need to 
examine how the metalinguistic terminology contained in grammar presentations might affect 
language learners’ ability to learn target grammatical forms. 
 
Research Questions 
Thus, my dissertation seeks to find answers for the following research questions: (1) Do 
beginning level French textbooks use metalinguistic terminology to explain grammatical 
language features?  Which metalinguistic terms are used?  Do the textbooks provide explanations 
as to the meaning of these terms? (2) Are students familiar with metalinguistic terminology?  
Can students identify grammatical elements in a series of sentences in their L1 (e.g., adjective, 
adverb)? (3) Do students who receive instruction on the meaning of English grammar terms 
perform better on exercises designed to test their L2 ability? 
In order to answer these research questions, I conducted a three-fold investigation.  First, 
I conducted a content analysis of French textbooks in order to investigate the type of terminology 
employed in grammar presentations and the extent to which this terminology is defined.  Next, a 
survey was conducted in order to assess French learners’ knowledge of grammatical 
terminology. Finally, an original experiment was conducted to determine the effect of 
metalinguistically oriented form-focused instruction on student learning of a target form. 
20 
 
CHAPTER TWO 
 
CONTENT ANALYSIS 
 
Even in this digital age, as educational technologies are increasingly integrated into 
teaching and learning, textbooks continue to play a significant role within language classrooms.  
One of the functions of beginning language textbooks is to present vocabulary terms and 
grammatical constructions with the aim of improving learners’ language proficiency.  Most 
foreign language textbooks espouse the view that grammar instruction and the development of 
grammatical competence can help to develop students’ language skills and communicative 
competence.  But how is grammar presented in first-year language textbooks?  More specifically, 
do beginning language textbooks employ metalinguistic terminology in presenting grammar?
1
  
To the best of my knowledge, no research has been carried out to examine the use of 
metalinguistic terminology in university-level French textbooks.  The current chapter seeks to fill 
this gap.  This chapter will report on the way in which grammatical terminology is presently used 
in textbooks.  The purpose of this chapter is to examine the grammar presentations concerning 
the French relative pronouns qui, que, and dont provided by eight different introductory French 
language textbooks. 
Specifically, the following questions were examined in the content analysis of textbooks: 
(1) Do the eight beginning level French textbooks surveyed use metalinguistic terminology to 
explain grammatical language features?  If so, how many metalinguistic terms are used in a 
given explanation?  (2) Which metalinguistic terms are used?  (3) Do the textbooks provide 
explanations as to the meaning of these terms?  Table 2.1 displays a summary of the 
                                                 
1
 The term metalinguistic terminology as it is used in this dissertation is synonymous with the term grammatical 
terminology.  Both terms are used interchangeably and are defined as terminology used to describe and discuss 
language. 
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metalinguistic terms used in the presentations of the French relative pronouns qui, que, and dont 
across the eight textbooks surveyed. 
 
Textbook Analysis 
Eight widely-used US French texts were chosen for the content analysis.  The textbooks 
examined were Chez Nous (Valdman, Pons, and Scullen 2006), Contacts (Valette and Valette 
2009), Deux Mondes (Terrell, Rogers, Kerr, and Spielmann 2005), Entre Amis (Oates and 
Oukada 2006), Horizons (Manley, Smith, McMinn, and Prévost 2006), Mais oui (Thompson and 
Phillips 2011), Motifs (Jansma and Kassen 2011), and Vis-à-vis (Amon, Muyskens, and Omaggio 
Hadley 2011).  The choice of textbooks was determined by how many editions of the books had 
been produced.  Textbooks with several editions are generally more well-known and more 
widely-used by language educators than textbooks that have undergone only one printing.  For 
this reason, only books in their fourth edition or above were chosen for the content analysis.  
Finally, all textbooks chosen for analysis were published by well-known publishers (Heinle-
Cengage, Houghton Mifflin, McGraw-Hill, Pearson-Prentice Hall, and Thomson-Heinle). 
The grammar presentations concerning the French relative pronouns qui, que, and dont 
provided by these eight textbooks were examined for the content analysis.  These presentations 
were chosen for analysis because relative pronouns are a grammatical feature of French that is 
introduced in the beginning and intermediate levels, and a brief evaluation of the first-year 
French textbooks established that the explanations of relative pronouns tended to be typical of 
explanations of other grammatical targets in terms of the number of metalinguistic terms 
included in the explanations.  The goal of the content analysis was to examine (1) the amount 
and (2) the type of metalinguistic terminology contained in the presentation of a target linguistic 
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form (i.e., relative pronouns) and (3) the degree to which these terms are explained in the 
presentation.
2
 
The first textbook chosen for analysis was Chez Nous, an introductory French textbook 
published in 2006 by Pearson Education.  Chez Nous provides deductive grammar instruction by 
presenting students with explanations of essential French grammatical concepts.  The grammar is 
presented in English with examples given in French.  Activities are included after the grammar 
explanation in which students advance from “skill-developing to skill-using activities” (xi).  That 
is to say, students begin with several form-focused practice exercises and then proceed to 
activities that are increasingly meaning-focused, thereby integrating the development of 
communicative competence. 
In its presentation of the relative pronouns qui and que, the text employs several grammar 
terms.  For example, the presentation of the relative pronoun qui begins by explaining: “Relative 
pronouns allow you to introduce a clause that provides additional information about a person, 
place or thing.  When the relative pronoun qui, equivalent to the English who or which/that, is 
used to introduce this information, it is always followed by a verb” (369).  This explanation 
provides a functional description of the relative pronoun.  The book then provides two example 
sentences with the relative pronoun qui highlighted in boldface.  While the book does employ 
techniques such as these to draw students’ attention to important concepts, it never defines the 
terms clause and verb in its presentation of relative pronouns.  Beginning language learners may 
become frustrated with grammar presentations such as these that make use of unfamiliar 
terminology without explaining the meaning of these terms. 
                                                 
2
 The analysis is based on careful inspection of a corpus of the presentations on relative pronouns in eight first-year 
French textbooks.  A review and synthesis of the grammatical terminology used all throughout the textbooks is 
beyond the scope of this study.  The major focus here is to review the grammatical terms as they are used and 
defined in the explanations on relative pronouns.  Definitions provided in a glossary are noted when applicable. 
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The explanation of the relative pronoun que offered in Chez Nous differs from the book’s 
presentation of the relative pronoun qui in terms of the number of grammar terms present in the 
explanation.  The longer description of the relative pronoun que begins with a general review of 
the function of relative pronouns: “The relative pronoun connects the clause that provides 
additional information to the main clause.  In the example below, the clause that provides 
additional information, called the subordinate clause, is set off by brackets” (370).  The book 
then supplies the example, first as two independent clauses and then as a complex sentence 
containing a relative pronoun.  The relative pronoun is printed in boldface and the subordinate 
clause displayed within brackets.  In this explanation, the textbook employs twelve 
metalinguistic terms (viz., relative pronoun, clause, main clause, subordinate clause, subject, 
verb phrase, direct object, past participle, number, gender, direct-object pronoun, and noun). 
In Contacts, a textbook designed for use in first-year French classes, grammatical patterns 
and rules are presented explicitly and are textually enhanced using bold text, text boxes, color-
coding, italicized text, and text in uppercase to help students more easily identify important 
features of the language.  The grammar is presented in English with examples given in French 
and English.  For practice, Contacts includes various conversational activities from directed 
exercises to more open communication. 
The book’s discussion of the relative pronoun qui includes nine grammatical terms (viz., 
relative clause, clause, relative pronoun, pronoun, antecedent, noun, subject pronoun, subject, 
and verb) and provides an explanation of the meaning of three of these terms (viz., relative 
clause, relative pronoun, and antecedent) in the lesson itself.  The lesson begins with a Note 
linguistique, providing definitions for the three aforementioned terms, all of which appear 
throughout the lesson.  However, these definitions include metalinguistic terms that are not 
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explained (viz., clause, pronoun, and noun) within the lesson.  For example, the textbook defines 
a relative clause as “…a clause that is introduced by a relative pronoun…” (344).  This definition 
succeeds in explaining that a relative clause begins with a relative pronoun, but fails to explain 
the meaning of the term clause. 
Below the Note linguistique, examples are provided, and students are asked to observe the 
way in which two example sentences can be combined into one using the relative pronoun qui.  
The examples of the relative pronoun and its antecedent are highlighted in boldface (e.g., “J’ai 
des amis.  Ils habitent à Paris.   J’ai des amis qui habitent à Paris” (344).)  The grammar 
explanation then resumes, stating: “The RELATIVE PRONOUN qui (who, that, which) is a SUBJECT 
pronoun” (344).  This explanation differs from the one offered in Chez Nous, as it serves to 
distinguish between the relative pronouns qui and que by describing the grammatical function of 
the pronoun within the clause.  However, this description does not explain the meaning of the 
term subject pronoun.  In fact, of the nine grammatical terms introduced, only three are defined 
in the lesson. 
The book’s presentation of the relative pronoun que follows a similar format, using a total 
of eleven metalinguistic terms in its explanation (viz., relative pronoun, direct-object pronoun, 
direct object, verb, direct-object relative pronoun, pronoun, relative clause, past participle, 
gender, number, and antecedent).  Apart from the three terms defined prior to the lesson on the 
relative pronoun qui (viz., relative clause, relative pronoun, and antecedent), none of the 
additional terminology is defined in the presentation.  This lack of explanation may cause 
difficulty for students in trying to understand the book’s explanation of relative pronouns. 
The introduction to the beginning-level French textbook, Deux Mondes, states that the 
book follows a communicative approach.  According to the authors, the textbook offers 
25 
 
opportunities for students to expand their ability to communicate through “guided and free 
conversation, interviews, information gap activities, role-plays, writing, and other kinds of 
activities that are theme-based, not grammar-driven” (xi).  Although the text maintains the 
structural syllabus as a general organizing principle, the grammar presentations and self-study 
exercises are provided as a means to reinforce the development of students’ ability to 
communicate in French.  Grammar is presented explicitly and in English with accompanying 
examples in both French and English.  The grammar explanations are intended to be easy to 
understand so that students can study the grammar individually, outside of class. 
In this text, fewer grammatical terms are employed as compared to the other textbooks 
examined, but explanations as to the meaning of those terms are still lacking.  The text employs a 
total of eight grammatical terms in its presentation of the relative pronouns qui, que, and dont 
(viz., relative pronoun, noun, subject, verb, direct object, preposition, relative clause, and 
possessive (construction)).  However, of the eight terms used in the grammar presentations, only 
the term relative pronoun is defined as part of the explanation.  For example, in a description of 
the grammatical function of the relative pronoun qui, the book states: “Qui is used when the 
preceding noun is the subject of the following verb” (217).  Although two examples are provided 
to illustrate this concept, the text makes use of the terms noun, subject, and verb without 
explaining their meaning in the lesson.  The explanation of the grammatical function of the 
relative pronoun que is similar: “Que is used when the preceding noun is the direct object of the 
following verb” (218).  These definitions describe the relative pronouns by referring to their 
grammatical function within a relative clause.  The distinction between the grammatical function 
of the relative pronouns qui and que is critical, yet there are no definitions provided for the terms 
subject and direct object in these explanations. 
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The beginning French textbook Entre Amis aims to provide learners with opportunities to 
develop their communicative ability in the course of meaningful interaction with others.  Each of 
the grammar explanations contained in the textbook provides an explicit presentation of the 
grammar in English as well as several examples in French and English of the grammatical 
structure in question.  Practice exercises are found at the end of each lesson and range from 
exercises that center on simply manipulating a particular grammatical feature to exercises that 
focus on both grammar and meaning.  This textbook also contains a glossary of grammatical 
terms employed in each of the grammar presentations.  Included in each glossary entry is (1) a 
grammatical term in French along with its English equivalent and the page numbers on which the 
term is used, (2) a definition of the term in English, and (3) a number of examples of the 
structure in French. 
The relative pronouns qui, que, and dont are introduced explicitly in Chapter 9, and the 
lesson is reviewed and expanded in Chapter 14.  The lesson offered in Entre Amis makes use of a 
small number of metalinguistic terms, relative to the number of terms used in many of the other 
texts surveyed.  Among those used in the lesson are the terms relative pronoun, clause, subject, 
object, relative clause, preposition, past participle, and direct object.  Similar to Contacts and 
Deux Mondes, the lesson starts with a brief description of the grammatical role of relative 
pronouns within a sentence: “Relative pronouns like who, whom, which, and that relate or tie two 
clauses together.  They refer to a word in the first clause” (260).  The book then provides two 
sets of example sentences combined into single sentences with the relative pronouns qui and que.  
Contrary to the other textbooks examined, of the eight metalinguistic terms used in the lesson, 
five of those terms are defined, either in the lesson itself or the glossary of grammatical terms 
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(viz., relative pronoun, subject, preposition, past participle, and direct object).  Only the terms 
clause, object, and relative clause lack definitions. 
The introductory French textbook, Horizons, introduces vocabulary and grammar 
appropriate to the particular functions of the language contained in each chapter.  In each 
grammar lesson, Pour vérifier sections give learners the opportunity to test their understanding 
of new structures.  In addition, Résumé de grammaire segments at the end of each chapter 
present a review of the grammar contained in the chapter.  The reviews offer definitions, 
language examples, and explicit grammar rules.  Practice activities begin with controlled tasks 
designed to help students identify how the language feature in question works and then move to 
less-controlled tasks that ask students to use the language creatively. 
Horizons provides an explicit presentation of the French relative pronouns qui, que, and 
dont with illustrative examples.  The lesson begins with an explanation of the function of relative 
pronouns along with a few brief definitions of some of the terms used throughout (viz., relative 
clause and relative pronoun).  The description opens: “Sometimes you need to use a whole 
phrase to clarify which person or object you are talking about.  The phrase that describes the 
noun is the relative clause.  The word that begins the phrase, referring back to the noun 
described, is a relative pronoun” (288).  This explanation offers some information concerning 
both the usage and the grammatical function of relative pronouns in French.  Note that the book 
offers an explanation of the terms relative clause and relative pronoun.  Following this 
description, one example sentence is given for each of the three relative pronouns.  Each of the 
relative pronouns is highlighted in boldface and the relative clauses are set apart from the main 
clause by a bracket.  The lesson continues in this format, providing grammatical rules followed 
by examples.  Although the book begins with definitions of two important terms used frequently 
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throughout the lesson, it does not provide an explanation or review of the other terms used (viz., 
subject, verb, direct object, preposition, object, noun, past participle, pronoun, number, and 
gender) within the lesson itself.  As a result, students may have difficulty understanding the 
content of the lesson. 
Mais Oui! uses an inductive approach to grammar.  The text employs a carefully 
sequenced series of tasks entitled Observez et déduisez and Confirmez in order to guide learners 
to discover the grammar and how to use the language for themselves.  In this approach, learners 
are invited to consider examples of the language and then figure out the grammatical rules that 
govern those language samples.  The authors explain that the grammar lessons are “designed to 
engage students’ critical thinking and to teach them to predict meaning, form, and function by 
responding to specific questions and hypothesizing about language samples” (AIE-9).  The 
Observez et déduisez segments include a brief, authentic reading followed by questions designed 
to focus learners’ attention on particular grammatical forms in the reading.  The Confirmez 
segments clarify the rules governing these forms and offer examples.  The grammar lessons end 
with a variety of both controlled and more open-ended exercises. 
The lesson concerning the relative pronouns qui and que follows the inductive approach 
discussed above.  First, contextualized examples of the relative pronouns are provided in the 
form of a short paragraph.  Then the examples are followed by a few questions which ask 
learners to identify certain grammatical elements within the paragraph.  Finally, a brief 
explanation of relative pronouns is provided.  The amount of metalinguistic terminology used in 
the explanation is minimal, as is apparent in the lesson’s guiding questions: “In the preceding 
paragraph, what kind of word follows the pronoun qui: a subject or a verb?  What kind of word 
follows the pronoun que (qu’)?” (287).  The text employs a total of six terms in the lesson: 
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pronoun, subject, verb, relative pronoun, noun, and object.  However, as has been the tendency 
among the other first-year French textbooks examined, this book generally does not provide an 
explanation or a review of the meanings of the metalinguistic terms in its grammar presentations.  
Specifically, the book defines the term relative pronoun by explaining both the usage and 
grammatical role of relative pronouns in French: “Relative pronouns are used to relate (link) two 
sentences and to avoid repetition…The pronoun qui is used as a subject and is usually followed 
directly by a verb…The pronoun que is an object and is followed by a subject and a verb” (287).  
However, the text does not review the meaning of any of the other terms in the lesson.  Without 
clear definitions of these terms, students may not fully understand the grammar explanation. 
The elementary French textbook Motifs splits its grammar component into two sections: 
the first section (Thèmes and Pratiques de conversation) is designed for practice in the 
classroom, with the second section (Structures utiles) designed to help students prepare the 
grammar outside of the classroom.  Structure notes in the in-class component draw students’ 
attention to pertinent grammar and also guide them to the Structures utiles section, which 
presents the grammar along with examples and practice exercises.  The Activités included in each 
Thème provide contextualized communicative practice, varying in format from controlled to 
open-ended, and afford students a variety of opportunities to communicate with one another.  In 
this way, the text encourages interaction in French in the classroom and out-of-class reading of 
the grammar lessons.   
In the in-class component, Thème, three metalinguistic terms (relative pronoun, clause, 
and antecedent) are employed, and two of these terms are defined in the lesson (“…relative 
pronouns…are used for joining clauses to form complex sentences…The words they replace are 
called their antecedents” (233)).  In keeping with the text’s intended design, most of the in-class 
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component is devoted to practice activities that encourage communication among students.  In 
contrast, the out-of-class Structures utiles features explicit instruction of the relative pronouns 
qui and que along with more metalinguistic terms (viz., relative pronoun, clause, noun, 
antecedent, subject, verb, and direct object).  The lesson begins with general information about 
relative pronouns.  Namely, the text comments on the function of relative pronouns and defines a 
number of important terms, including relative pronoun, clause, and antecedent: “Relative 
pronouns enable you to create complex sentences and avoid repetition by combining two 
sentences, or clauses.  The noun referred to by a relative pronoun is called its antecedent 
(antécédent)” (249).  Then, the lesson examines each pronoun individually. 
Two metalinguistic terms (subject and verb) are used in the book’s explanation of qui, but 
neither term is defined as part of the explanation.  Although these terms are rather basic, the 
concepts they represent are crucial to understanding the difference between the relative pronouns 
qui and que.  However, the explanation does offer two sets of examples with the subject and verb 
in each sentence labeled to demonstrate how two sentences can be joined with the relative 
pronoun qui.  By labeling the relevant elements in the example sentences, the text helps to 
provide students with a visual representation of what the terms denote.  The explanation of the 
relative pronoun que follows a similar format, using three terms (direct object, subject, and verb) 
in its description, and offering labeled examples to demonstrate the role of the relative pronoun.  
Nevertheless, due to the fact that explicit grammar instruction is designed to be student-mediated 
in this program, it is surprising that the text does not overtly explain or review the meaning of 
these terms in the lessons on relative pronouns.  The authors acknowledge that, “Students 
typically know little formal grammar, so they are learning many of these labels for the first time” 
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(AIE-15).  If, as the authors suggest, students do not know the meaning of these terms, they may 
have difficulty understanding the grammar explanations. 
The final textbook examined for the content analysis is the beginning French textbook Vis-
à-vis.  This text focuses on developing students’ listening, reading, speaking, and writing skills in 
French.  In this textbook, grammar presentations begin with contextualized examples of the 
target structure in the form of grammar dialogues.  Comprehension questions help to guide 
students through the reading of the dialogues and direct their attention to the target structure.  
Then, the book offers an explicit presentation of the grammar, using rules, examples, and charts.  
An array of exercises from form-focused to communicative gives students the opportunity to 
practice using the target structure.  The book also contains a glossary of grammatical 
terminology, which acts as a supplement to the grammar lessons, and includes terms employed in 
those lessons.  Each entry consists of a grammatical term in French, along with its English 
equivalent, a definition of the term, and two examples in French with English translations. 
This text employs a number of grammatical terms in its lesson on relative pronouns (viz., 
relative pronoun, dependent (relative) clause, main clause, subject, conjugated verb, object 
pronoun, object, preposition, direct object, past participle, verb, possessive adjective, and 
definite article).  The explanation begins with a general presentation of the function of relative 
pronouns before moving on to more specific presentations for the pronouns qui, que, and dont.  
In its entirety, only two grammatical terms (relative pronoun and dependent (relative) clause) are 
defined in the lesson itself.  For example, the explanation begins with the following statement: 
“A relative pronoun (who, that, which, whom, whose) links a dependent (relative) clause to a 
main clause.  A dependent clause is one that cannot stand by itself – for example, the italicized 
parts of the following sentences:  The suitcase that he is carrying is mine; There is the store in 
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which we met” (392).  In this example, the book offers a definition of the terms relative pronoun 
and dependent (relative) clause, but does not define the term main clause.  Although this term is 
defined in the book’s glossary, students may have difficulty locating it, as the term is used only 
in English in the lesson, but entered under its French form (proposition principale) in the 
glossary. 
 
Conclusions 
Among the eight textbooks chosen for analysis, a total of twenty-four metalinguistic terms 
were counted.  All the textbooks employed at least six different terms in their grammar 
explanations, with the average number of terms used across the textbooks numbering 10.25.  The 
maximum number of metalinguistic terms included in an explanation was fifteen.  In the eight 
textbooks examined, many of the same metalinguistic terms were included in the explanations of 
French relative pronouns.  For example, all the textbooks employed the terms relative pronoun 
and subject in their lessons.  However, relative pronoun was the only term that was explicitly 
defined in all the textbooks.  Furthermore, out of all of the terminology used in the explanations, 
only five concepts (relative pronoun, clause, subordinate clause, dependent (relative) clause, 
and antecedent) were defined in the lesson of at least one of the textbooks.  All other 
metalinguistic terms were never explicitly defined within the lesson.  Table 2.2 summarizes the 
counts of metalinguistic terms used and defined in the lessons across all eight beginning level 
French textbooks. 
Regarding the first research question (i.e., “Do the eight beginning level French textbooks 
surveyed use metalinguistic terminology to explain grammatical language features?  If so, how 
many metalinguistic terms are used in a given explanation?”), the findings from the content 
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analysis demonstrate that (1) all the textbooks use metalinguistic terminology in their grammar 
explanations and (2) the number of metalinguistic terms used in the explanations on relative 
pronouns ranges from six to fifteen.  These results show the pervasiveness of metalinguistic 
terminology in beginning French language textbooks. 
With reference to the second question (i.e., “Which metalinguistic terms are used?”), the 
examination of textbooks shows a total of twenty-four metalinguistic terms used across the eight 
books.  Moreover, the findings indicate that the textbooks contain a number of different 
metalinguistic terms in their explanations of relative pronouns.  For example, relative pronoun 
and subject are the only two terms common to all eight textbooks.  Only ten metalinguistic terms 
are shared among at least four of the eight textbooks (viz., relative pronoun, clause, verb, 
subject, direct object, past participle, noun, dependent (relative) clause, preposition, and object).  
These findings suggest that textbooks use a wide range of metalinguistic terms, rather than a 
simplified common set of terms. 
Finally, concerning the last research question (i.e., “Do the textbooks provide explanations 
as to the meaning of these terms?”), the findings confirm that none of the textbooks defines all of 
the terms in the lesson.  The only term defined by all eight textbooks is relative pronoun; in fact, 
among the eight textbooks, the average number of terms defined within the lesson itself is 1.875.  
Even among the two textbooks containing a glossary of grammatical terms, not all of the terms 
used in the lesson on relative pronouns are included in the glossary (see Table 2.1). 
In summary, the extensive use of undefined metalinguistic terminology is evident in the 
results from the eight widely-used beginning French textbooks chosen for analysis.  The lack of 
explanation of terms provided in first-year texts leads then to the following questions: Do 
students understand the metalinguistic terminology contained in the grammar presentations of 
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their textbooks?  To what extent are students familiar with these terms?  The next chapter first 
explains the methodology used in a survey that was conducted in an attempt to find answers to 
these questions.  The goal of the survey was to measure the extent of students’ familiarity with 
metalinguistic terminology in order to better understand the number and types of metalinguistic 
terms that students understand.  Based on a review of the literature on metalinguistic terminology 
(see Chapter 1) as well as informal classroom observations, it was hypothesized that in general, 
students would possess a rather limited knowledge of metalinguistic terminology.  The chapter 
then continues on to a discussion of the survey results. 
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Tables 
 
Table 2.1:  Metalinguistic terminology used in the grammar explanations of eight beginning level French texts 
 Chez Nous Contacts Deux Mondes Entre Amis Horizons Mais Oui Motifs Vis-à-vis 
relative pronoun  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  * 
subject        **        ** 
direct object        **        
verb               ** 
noun              
dependent (relative) clause   *      *    * 
past participle       **      ** 
clause           *  
object             
preposition      **      ** 
gender            
number            
pronoun            
antecedent   *      *  
direct object pronoun           
main clause          ** 
possessive (construction / adjective)          ** 
conjugated verb          
definite article         ** 
direct-object relative pronoun          
object pronoun         ** 
subject pronoun          
subordinate clause  *        
verb phrase          
 = Term employed in grammar explanation 
* = Definition of term provided in grammar explanation 
**  = Definition of term provided in glossary 
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Table 2.2:  Summary of count data across eight beginning-level French texts 
 Metalinguistic terms used in the lessons Metalinguistic terms defined in the lessons 
Total 24 5 
Minimum 6 1 
Average 10.25 1.875 
Maximum 15 3 
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CHAPTER THREE 
 
SURVEY 
 
 
The aim of this survey is to determine the extent of French students’ knowledge of 
grammatical terminology.  In order to investigate the extent to which students are familiar with 
metalinguistic terminology, a survey of 238 beginning and intermediate French learners was 
conducted.  The first section of this chapter describes the survey participants, materials, and 
procedure.  The second section reports on the results of the survey. 
During the first phase of the study, a survey was conducted to establish participants’ 
knowledge of grammatical terms.  The survey was adapted from Camille Kennedy Vande Berg’s 
survey (1999).  The questionnaire aimed to test participants on terms that they would likely come 
across in the grammar explanations provided in their foreign language textbook.  This 
questionnaire was selected in order to compare this study’s findings with those presented in 
Vande Berg and to observe whether the results obtained in this study would support Vande 
Berg’s findings. 
A few additional items were added to Part 1 of the survey in order to solicit biographical 
information from the survey participants.  In this section participants were asked to provide basic 
information about themselves (e.g., name, e-mail address) as well as information about their 
language background (e.g., native language, other languages known).  In addition to the extra 
items in Part 1, Vande Berg’s original ten-item questionnaire was expanded to include a larger 
number of items to elicit learner knowledge of terminology.  By increasing the number of items, 
the questionnaire was more representative of the amount and types of terms used in university-
level foreign language texts. 
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Participants 
The participants in the survey were 238 students (75 males, 163 females) enrolled in 
beginning and intermediate French at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign.  Table 3.1 
displays characteristics of the survey participants.  The background information section of the 
survey showed that 108 of the 238 participants (45.4%) were enrolled in Elementary French I 
(FR 101), 47 participants (19.7%) were enrolled in Elementary French II (FR 102), 45 
participants (18.9%) were enrolled in Intermediate French I (FR 103), and 38 participants 
(16.0%) were enrolled in Intermediate French II (FR 104).  The findings also revealed that 73 of 
the 238 students (30.7 %) had a native language other than English, and 171 students (71.8 %) 
knew at least one language other than their native language.  Finally, only 13 students (5.5%) 
identified themselves as having never studied English grammar. 
 
Materials 
In order to gain an idea of the amount of knowledge that beginning and intermediate 
French learners have of the specialized language of grammar, these learners were asked to 
participate in a survey.  Due to the fact that survey participants displayed a broad range of French 
proficiency, the survey was written in English in order to control for student comprehension in 
French.  Additionally, as Vande Berg asserts, many first-year French texts present grammar in 
English (646).  As a result, many students come across English, rather than French, terms in the 
explanations of grammar provided by these first-year French primers. 
Survey participants were provided with a questionnaire consisting of thirty sentences.  
Appendix A contains the survey administered to participants in this study.  For each sentence, 
participants were requested to identify a specific grammatical structure (e.g., Sentence 1: We 
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often write to them about our classes.  Circle the subject pronoun in sentence 1.)  The researcher 
elected to use this measure of learners’ knowledge of grammatical terminology for two chief 
reasons.  First, this measure was chosen to try to imitate the manner in which grammatical 
terminology is used in foreign language classrooms and textbooks.  By way of example, an 
explanation of negation excerpted from the popular French textbook Vis-à-vis states, “To make a 
sentence negative in French, ne is placed before a conjugated verb and pas after it.  Je parle 
chinois.  Je ne parle pas chinois” (51).  In order to fully make sense of this explanation, 
learners need to be able to recognize the conjugated verb in the example sentence.  Similarly, in 
order to maximize ecological validity, the questionnaire calls for learners to demonstrate a 
receptive knowledge of grammatical terms.  Second, this measure was chosen in order to 
compare this study’s findings with those presented in the aforementioned Vande Berg (1999) 
study. 
According to Vande Berg, the survey was created to be clear and straight-forward with all 
sentences centering on the subject of education and college life (646).  This topic was chosen in 
an effort to help the participants of the study (university students) connect with the context of the 
sentences contained in the survey.  The additional twenty items added to the original ten items 
included in Vande Berg’s questionnaire were also developed around the theme of education and 
college life.  Also, care was taken to ensure that all twenty additional items matched the range of 
length of the original items (i.e., between five and nine words in length). 
 
Procedure 
Students from twenty beginning and intermediate level French classes were asked to 
participate in the survey.  During the semester in which this research was conducted, seven 
classes of FR 101, five classes of FR 102, four classes of FR 103, and four classes of FR 104 
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were offered, and all students enrolled in these courses were invited to participate.  The 
researcher conducted individual class visits during the fifth week of classes to invite students to 
participate in the study.  To control for feelings of coercion among students, the researcher did 
not ask her own students to participate in the study.  In accordance with the policies of the 
Institutional Review Board at the University of Illinois, prior to receiving the survey, all students 
asked to participate were informed that their participation in the study was completely voluntary 
and they did not have to answer any question that they did not wish to answer.  Appendix B 
contains a copy of the Informed Consent form that all students had to sign in order to participate 
in the survey.  Appendix C contains the recruitment script used during the class visits. 
The survey was administered online using Survey Gizmo, a web-based survey tool, during 
the fifth week of classes in the fall of 2011.  Surveys were scored by hand and learners assessed 
by the number of grammatical structures that they correctly identified.  Each grammatical 
structure (e.g., subject pronoun, dependent clause) was made up of one or more words.  One 
point was awarded if all the necessary words were identified.  No points were awarded if any of 
the necessary words were missing or if a word was identified incorrectly.  The highest possible 
score on the survey was thirty points.  In Vande Berg’s study, one point was awarded for each 
grammatical structure that participants correctly identified.  Each grammatical structure in Vande 
Berg’s original ten-item survey consisted of only one word.  The highest possible score on 
Vande Berg’s survey was ten points. 
 
Results 
The purpose of the survey was to investigate beginning and intermediate French learners’ 
level of familiarity with a variety of metalinguistic terms.  As mentioned earlier, the survey used 
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in this investigation was adapted from the survey created by Vande Berg (1999).  The Vande 
Berg survey was adapted for use in this study in order to provide a measure of comparison of the 
results from the two studies. 
Students in twenty sections of beginning and intermediate French at the University of 
Illinois completed a total of 238 surveys.  The total number of grammatical items correctly 
identified by survey participants (n=238) averaged 15.9 items (s=5.3 items).  Table 3.2 shows the 
mean, median, mode, and standard deviation of scores for all participants.  Figure 3.1 shows the 
number of grammatical items that the 238 survey participants correctly identified. 
The responses given by the participants create a symmetrical distribution (i.e., the mean is 
equal to the median).  In this distribution, less than half of all participants scored either higher 
than or less than the mean.  Most participants’ scores fall near the mean, with only a small 
number of participants falling on either side of the range of correct responses.  That is, only a 
small number of participants answered almost every item correctly or incorrectly.  In other 
words, most participants’ knowledge of metalinguistic terminology (as indicated by their score 
on the survey) fell near the mean, while fewer participants were much more or much less 
familiar with the grammatical terminology.  These results are similar to the bell-shaped curve 
presented in the Vande Berg study. 
A symmetrical distribution with most participants scoring near the mean was expected, 
since all students participating in the survey were required to take a foreign language through the 
fourth semester.  This population of foreign language learners is more likely to reflect the general 
population, since these learners are required to enroll in a foreign language.  On the other hand, a 
symmetrical distribution would not be expected in more advanced classes, as students in these 
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classes are self-selecting and would presumably have had more exposure to metalinguistic 
terminology. 
As Figure 3.1 shows, none of the participants answered all thirty items correctly, one 
participant answered twenty-nine, twenty-eight, and twenty-seven items correctly, respectively, 
and only two participants answered twenty-six items correctly.  The figure also reveals that none 
of the participants responded incorrectly to all thirty items, only one participant scored a one out 
of thirty, and no one scored a two, three, or four out of thirty.  Instead, most participants fall in 
the center of the chart.  Indeed, the mode, that is the number of correct responses most frequently 
given by survey participants, was seventeen and nineteen (out of a possible thirty).  Thus, 
nineteen of the 238 participants (8.0%) responded correctly to seventeen of the thirty questions, 
and another nineteen participants (8.0%) responded correctly to nineteen of the thirty questions.  
Finally, among all 238 participants, the mean for the number of correctly identified grammatical 
terms was 15.9 (out of a possible thirty). 
 
Results—Vande Berg and Present Study 
In order to compare the results of the two studies in more detail, let us briefly examine the 
findings of the Vande Berg study.  Vande Berg’s initial assumption, based on her own 
experience as a French instructor, was that survey participants (all enrolled in introductory 
French courses) would have a low degree of metalinguistic competence.  She argues that this 
assumption was confirmed by the results of her survey, including that for seven out of the ten 
questions contained in the survey, less than half of the students responded correctly.  This result 
coupled with a mean score of 4.34 correctly identified items (out of a possible 10) on the survey 
illustrates just how unfamiliar at least some of these metalinguistic terms are to students. 
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The survey conducted as part of this study was able to corroborate Vande Berg’s findings.  
The thirty grammatical terms that were tested on the survey are presented in Table 3.3 and are 
categorized according to the percentage of participants who responded correctly to each.  Results 
from the survey showed that less than half of the students correctly answered fifteen out of the 
thirty survey questions.  Along with this finding, the overall mean of 15.9 correctly identified 
items (out of a possible 30) indicates that there are a number of grammatical terms that are 
unfamiliar to students. 
In comparing the results from this study with those obtained in the Vande Berg study, it is 
important to note that the survey employed in this study contained an additional twenty questions 
that were not part of the Vande Berg survey.  Clearly, it is possible that this addition could 
account for at least some of the differences apparent in the general comparison of results 
between the two studies.  Consequently, it may be more helpful to compare the results of the two 
studies based on the percentages of participants that correctly answered the ten original questions 
contained in Vande Berg’s survey.  When the twenty supplementary questions are removed from 
the survey, the results reveal that the mean for the number of correctly identified grammatical 
terms was 6.1 (s=2.0), with a median and mode of 6.  This mean is slightly higher than the mean 
of 4.34 reported in the Vande Berg study.  Unfortunately, Vande Berg does not report on the 
median, mode, or standard deviation of scores in her study. 
Table 3.4 compares the results from the two studies based on the percentages of survey 
participants who correctly identified the ten grammatical terms originally examined in the Vande 
Berg study.  This comparison is illustrated in the line graph in Figure 3.2.  In both studies the 
term correctly identified most often was adverb.  Eighty-nine percent of participants identified 
the adverb in this study, while only seventy-seven percent of participants identified the adverb in 
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the Vande Berg study.  Ranking second in the present study was the term preposition.  In Vande 
Berg’s study, this term ranked fifth.  Seventy-nine percent of participants in this study, but only 
forty-five percent in Vande Berg’s study correctly identified the preposition. 
The term adjective ranked third in this study and second in Vande Berg’s study.  Seventy-
three percent of participants in the present study correctly identified the adjective as compared to 
seventy-six percent in Vande Berg’s study.  In both studies, subject pronoun ranked fourth, with 
sixty-three percent of participants correctly identifying the term in this study, and forty-nine 
percent of participants correctly identifying the term in Vande Berg’s study. 
Finally, the term direct object ranked fifth in the present study and third in Vande Berg’s 
study.  Sixty-two percent of participants in this study and fifty-six percent of participants in the 
Vande Berg study demonstrated the ability to correctly identify the direct object.  Although the 
percentages of students who responded correctly tended to be higher in this study than in Vande 
Berg’s study1, it is interesting to note that in both studies the same five grammatical terms were 
ranked in the top five of those that students were most often able to correctly identify.  Although 
these results reveal that students generally performed better on this survey than those who 
participated in Vande Berg’s survey, they present support for the claim that not all students show 
familiarity with metalinguistic terminology.  Furthermore, the results reveal that student 
familiarity varies from term to term. 
Results from this survey, then, imply that many beginning and intermediate language 
students do not know the meaning of many of the grammar terms employed in today’s foreign 
                                                 
1
 It is difficult to speculate why participants in this survey scored slightly higher than in Vande Berg’s study, as little 
information is given concerning the participants in that study.  Vande Berg states that participants were 110 students 
enrolled in 5 first-semester French classes.  Survey data from only those participants in first-semester French was 
also analyzed in this study, with results comparable to those of the overall survey population.  Specifically, the 
percentages of students who responded correctly tended to be slightly higher in this study than in Vande Berg’s 
study, but in both studies the same five grammatical terms were ranked in the top five most correctly identified. 
45 
 
language texts and classrooms.  Indeed, the majority of students are unable to identify many 
common grammatical terms.  These findings beg the question, “What effect might instruction of 
metalinguistic terminology have on the ability of beginning and intermediate learners to 
understand L2 grammar?”  To help answer this question, let us turn to the experimental study.  
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Tables and Figures 
 
Table 3.1:  Characteristics of survey participants 
Gender N Percent (%) 
     Female 163 68.5 % 
     Male 75 31.5 % 
Native Language   
     English 165 69.3 % 
     Chinese 52 21.8 % 
     Korean 5 2.1   % 
     Spanish 3 1.3   % 
     Dagara 1 0.4   % 
     French 1 0.4   % 
     German 1 0.4   % 
     Lithuanian 1 0.4   % 
     Malay 1 0.4   % 
     Malayalam 1 0.4   % 
     Portuguese 1 0.4   % 
     Romanian 1 0.4   % 
     Tagalog 1 0.4   % 
     Thai 1 0.4   % 
     Tongan 1 0.4   % 
     Vietnamese 1 0.4   % 
     Yoruba 1 0.4   % 
Course   
     Elementary French I (FR 101) 108 45.4 % 
     Elementary French II (FR 102) 47 19.7 % 
     Intermediate French I (FR 103) 45 18.9 % 
     Intermediate French II (FR 104) 38 16.0 % 
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Table 3.2:  Mean, median, mode, and standard deviation of scores for all participants 
Mean 15.9 
Median 16 
Mode 17, 19 
Standard Deviation 5.3 
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Figure 3.1:  Number of grammatical items correctly identified by survey participants 
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Table 3.3:  Percentage of survey participants able to correctly identify terms 
Grammatical Term Percentage 
Adverb 89 % 
Conjunction 86% 
Reflexive pronoun 80 % 
Preposition 79% 
Possessive adjective 78 % 
Adjective 73 % 
Interrogative adjective 71 % 
First person pronoun 70 % 
Indefinite article 68 % 
Count noun 66 % 
Relative pronoun 64 % 
Subject pronoun 63 % 
Direct object 62 % 
[Tie] Definite article / Main clause 55 % 
Auxiliary verb 49 % 
Past participle 47 % 
Conjugated verb 46 % 
Indirect object 45 % 
[Tie] Non-count noun / Object of the preposition 44 % 
[Tie] Infinitive / Comparative adjective 43 % 
[Tie] Demonstrative adjective / Demonstrative pronoun 36 % 
Dependent clause 35 % 
Transitive verb 23 % 
Subjunctive 20 % 
Antecedent 19 % 
Conditional 5 % 
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Table 3.4:  Comparison of percentages of survey participants able to correctly identify terms 
Present study Vande Berg 
Grammatical term Percentage Grammatical term Percentage 
Adverb 89 % Adverb 77 % 
Preposition 79 % Adjective 76 % 
Adjective 73 % Direct object 56 % 
Subject pronoun 63 % Subject pronoun 49 % 
Direct object 62 % Preposition 45 % 
Definite article 55 % Indirect object 36 % 
Auxiliary verb 49 % Auxiliary verb 29 % 
Past participle 47 % [Tie] Definite article 
/ Past participle 
22 % 
Conjugated verb 46 % -- -- 
Indirect object 45 % Conjugated verb 19 % 
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Figure 3.2:  Comparison of percentages of survey participants able to correctly identify terms 
Present study (n=238) 
Vande Berg study (n=110) 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
 
EXPERIMENTAL STUDY 
 
The third part of the study is experimental in nature.  An original experimental study was 
conducted in order to examine the effect of instruction of grammatical terms on students’ L2 
ability.  Specifically, the study investigated whether students who receive instruction on the 
meaning of English grammar terms perform better on exercises designed to test their ability to 
recognize and use a target linguistic form in French.  This study provides invaluable information 
about the effectiveness of using metalinguistic terminology in explaining target grammatical 
features of the L2 and the effectiveness of metalinguistic terminology instruction.  To my 
knowledge, no studies have examined the effect of metalinguistic terminology instruction on 
students’ performance. 
The goal of the experiment was to compare two groups of students (the experimental 
group, in which students received instruction on the meaning of English grammar terms, and the 
control group, in which students did not receive instruction on the meaning of these terms).  Both 
groups received instruction on French relative pronouns and both were given a posttest to gauge 
how well they were able to recognize and use French relative pronouns. 
 
Research Question 
Grounded in the practical issues delineated in the opening three chapters, this study 
focused on the question of whether students who receive instruction on the meaning of English 
grammar terms perform better on exercises designed to test their L2 ability. 
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Participants 
The participants were 218 learners enrolled in French at the beginning and intermediate 
proficiency levels at the University of Illinois in Urbana-Champaign.  Participants were recruited 
from twenty first- and second-year French classes offered at the university.  Of the 218 students 
who participated in the study, 215 (98.6 %) also participated in the survey described in the last 
chapter.  100 of the 218 participants (45.9 %) were enrolled in Elementary French I (FR 101), 44 
participants (20.2 %) were enrolled in Elementary French II (FR 102), 40 participants (18.3 %) 
were enrolled in Intermediate French I (FR 103), and 34 participants (15.6 %) were enrolled in 
Intermediate French II (FR 104).  Learners from these classes were recruited to participate in the 
study because relative pronouns are a grammatical feature of French that is introduced at these 
levels, but one that is expected to be unfamiliar to students.  At the time of data collection, 
learners in Elementary French I and II had not yet been introduced to relative pronouns; 
however, relative pronouns had already been presented to learners in Intermediate French I and 
II.  Among the study participants, 67 students (30.7 %) had a native language other than English 
(viz., Chinese, German, Korean, Lithuanian, Malay, Malayalam, Portuguese, Romanian, 
Spanish, Tagalog, Thai, Tongan, and Yoruba). 
 
Target Structure 
In this investigation, French relative pronouns were selected as the target structure.  This 
choice of target structure was motivated by the observation that the explanations of relative 
pronouns found in the first-year French textbooks surveyed tend to include a number of 
metalinguistic terms (see Chapter 2: Content Analysis). 
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Since English is the first language of the majority of learners participating in this 
investigation, it is important to discuss the factors that influence relative pronoun selection in 
English and how these pronouns operate within sentences.  Doing so will allow a better 
understanding of any possible transfer that may occur between the English and French systems. 
Greenbaum and Quirk (1990) provide a descriptive presentation of English relative 
pronouns in their book A Student’s Grammar of the English Language.  According to the 
authors, relative pronouns fall into one of two categories in English: (1) wh- items: who, whom, 
whose, which; or (2) that and zero (118).  Within the first category, the relative pronouns who 
and whom require personal gender.  That is, these relative pronouns must refer to a person.  On 
the other hand, the relative pronoun which requires nonpersonal gender.  That is, this relative 
pronoun must refer to a thing.  Finally, although the relative pronoun whose usually requires a 
personal antecedent, the antecedent can, in some instances, be nonpersonal.  Table 4.1 contains 
examples of each of these pronouns along with the antecedents they require. 
Although the relative pronouns who and whom are similar in that they both require 
personal gender, their forms vary based on their case, or grammatical function, in the relative 
clause.  Who corresponds to the subjective case, while whom corresponds to the objective case.  
Table 4.2 contains examples of these pronouns. 
Within the second category, the relative pronoun that can refer to both personal and 
nonpersonal antecedents and can also operate as both subject and object in the relative clause.  
However, this relative pronoun cannot be used following a preposition.  The zero option exhibits 
behavior comparable to that of the relative pronoun that.  Still, zero cannot operate as subject in 
a relative clause.  Table 4.3 contains examples of the second category of relative pronouns. 
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Hawkins and Towell (2001) state that selecting the correct relative pronoun in French 
requires that learners understand the grammatical function of the relative pronoun within the 
relative clause.  In French, qui functions as the subject relative pronoun.  This is true whether the 
intended subject is personal or nonpersonal.  The relative pronoun que functions as the object 
relative pronoun, whether the intended direct object is personal or nonpersonal.  Finally, the 
relative pronoun dont functions as a prepositional object relative pronoun.  Thus, when the 
relative pronoun functions as the object of the preposition de, the relative pronoun dont must be 
used.  This is true whether the intended object of the preposition is personal or nonpersonal.  
Table 4.4 contains a summary of these three relative pronouns and their grammatical functions 
within the relative clause. 
Contrary to the zero relative pronoun option in English, relative pronouns in French cannot 
be excluded.  However, several studies (Adjémian and Liceras 1984; Tarallo and Myhill 1983) 
have indicated that native English-speaking language learners rarely transfer the zero relative 
pronoun option to their second language (e.g., *L’autobus je conduis est très moderne; The bus I 
drive is very modern).  On the other hand, relative pronoun choice among native English-
speaking learners of French does seem to be influenced by the personal versus nonpersonal 
gender of the antecedent.  Hawkins (1989) found that participants in the low-intermediate French 
proficiency group (A-level group) tended to use qui with personal antecedents and que with 
nonpersonal antecedents.  As mentioned above, in contrast to English, selecting the correct 
relative pronoun in French requires that learners understand the grammatical function of the 
relative pronoun within the relative clause.  Therefore, whether or not transfer influences native 
English-speaking learners’ choice between the relative pronouns qui and que in French, second 
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language learners of French may struggle with selecting the correct relative pronoun if they are 
unfamiliar with these syntactic roles. 
 
Procedure 
Data was collected from 218 participants in twenty intact groups.  These groups were 
randomly assigned to one of two conditions, either control or experimental, and the study 
included a pretest/posttest design.  The pretest and posttest examined participants’ capacity to 
recognize and use relative pronouns.  Participants in the control group received instruction on 
relative pronouns following the same format used in the French textbook, Vis-à-vis, as this is the 
textbook used in beginning level French classes at the University of Illinois.  This instructional 
material was adapted to control for time on task between the control and experimental groups.  
Participants in the experimental group received the same instruction plus an explanation of the 
metalinguistic terms used in the lesson.  The study’s design did not include a condition in which 
participants received no instruction at all, as it was not expected that participants’ knowledge of 
relative pronouns would improve significantly from pretest to posttest without receiving 
instruction. 
 
Pretest 
Participants in both control and experimental groups were tested on their familiarity with 
French relative pronouns by means of a grammaticality judgment task.  The grammaticality 
judgment task included 8 sentences (4 correct and 4 incorrect) demonstrating three different 
kinds of simple relative pronouns: qui (example 1), que (example 2), and dont (example 3) for a 
total of 24 sentences.  In order to measure participants’ understanding of the various features 
presented in the lesson on relative pronouns, the grammaticality judgment task was comprised of 
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six different potential error categories.  These six error categories were: (A) incorrect use of 
relative pronoun where qui is expected (followed by a verb); (B) incorrect use of relative 
pronoun where qui is expected (followed by a direct or indirect object pronoun); (C) incorrect 
use of relative pronoun where que is expected; (D) no past participle agreement; (E) incorrect 
use of relative pronoun where dont is expected; and (F) incorrect use of possessive adjective.  
Items modeling these six error categories are illustrated in (A-F) below.  The order of the 
sentences was randomized to ensure that participants were not repeatedly given sentences with 
identical relative pronouns.  Appendix D contains the complete pretest. 
 
(1) a. Voilà la femme qui vous a parlé.  b. *Voilà l’homme que vous a parlé. 
(2) a. Il y a un garçon que j’aime beaucoup. b. *Il y a une fille qui j’aime beaucoup. 
(3) a. La femme dont je parle porte une robe. b. *L’homme que je parle porte un pull. 
 
(A) *Il y a un bus dont arrive dans cinq minutes. 
(B) *Voilà l’homme que vous a parlé. 
(C) *Nous visitons le parc qui notre amie a recommandé. 
(D) *Voilà une musicienne que j’ai beaucoup respecté. 
(E) *L’homme qui je parle porte un pull. 
(F) *C’est un homme dont j’apprécie son travail. 
 
In the grammaticality judgment task, participants were first instructed to indicate whether a 
sentence was correct or incorrect by filling in the circle next to the appropriate choice. Next, in 
order to gauge the learners’ familiarity with relative pronouns, the instructions indicated that if 
the sentence was incorrect, they were to rewrite the incorrect part of the sentence correctly.  
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Finally, participants were asked to give the grammatical rule which explained why the original 
sentence was incorrect. 
 
Treatment 
Following the pretest, participants took part in a treatment, either experimental or control.  
The experimental group received a materials packet consisting of an explicit lesson on French 
relative pronouns.  In the experimental treatment condition, each metalinguistic term (e.g., 
relative pronoun, dependent clause) employed in the lesson was explained.  Explanations were 
excerpted from Morton and Neu’s (2009) English Grammar for Students of French, and all 
descriptions of metalinguistic terms were comprised of three elements: (1) the grammatical term, 
(2) a specific explanation of the term, and (3) a number of examples to help promote learners’ 
comprehension of the term.  The control group received the same instructional packet, but 
metalinguistic terms were not defined.  Rather, additional material reinforcing and summarizing 
the original explanation found in Vis-à-vis was added from the French textbook Sur le vif 
(Jarausch and Tufts 2011) in order to control for the time on task between the control and 
experimental groups.  Appendix E contains the control group materials.  Appendix F contains the 
experimental group materials. 
The pretest, treatment, and posttest were delivered to the experimental and control groups 
over the course of one class period.  Participants were not allowed to ask questions concerning 
the task during the treatment, but they were encouraged to note down any questions (e.g., 
questions about terminology or grammar rules) on a separate sheet of paper contained in the 
instructional packet. 
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Posttest 
Participants in both treatment groups were tested directly following the end of treatment in 
order to establish their understanding of relative pronouns.  A modified version of the pretest was 
employed for posttesting.  The posttest was reorganized so that the items in the grammaticality 
judgment task appeared in a different random order.  In addition, the items themselves were 
modified to include different vocabulary.  However, care was taken to ensure that the vocabulary 
contained in both the pretest and posttest was familiar and high-frequency. 
In addition to the grammaticality judgment task, the posttest also included a task to test 
participants’ comprehension of the metalinguistic terms employed in the lesson on French 
relative pronouns.  This task was a modified version of the survey that participants completed 
prior to treatment.  They were asked to identify specific grammatical elements within a series of 
sentences.  However, the items included in the posttest were reduced in number and limited to 
metalinguistic terms that appeared in the presentation on relative pronouns. 
 
Scoring Procedure 
Pre and posttests were coded and scored by hand based on the number of questions that 
each participant answered correctly.  Participants were awarded one point for every correct 
answer.  The answer had to be completely correct to receive the point.  For example, in Number 
1 of the posttest, one student provided the correct judgment (i.e., * La fille qui je parle a un frère 
 Incorrect), but was unable to correct the error (Student’s response: * La fille que je parle a un 
frère).  Consequently, no points were awarded for this response.  This method of scoring yielded 
an overall possible score of 24 points for the grammaticality judgment and correction segments 
of the pre and posttests. 
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A separate score was computed for providing the correct grammatical rule for the incorrect 
sentences.  One point was awarded for each correct rule that participants provided.  Incorrect 
rules and items left blank were marked as 0.  As a result, students could earn an overall possible 
score of 12 points for the rules segment of the pre and posttests. 
Finally, in the second section of the posttest, which assessed participants’ knowledge of 
metalinguistic terminology contained in the lesson on relative pronouns, participants earned one 
point per correct response.  Incorrect responses, incomplete responses, and items left blank were 
all marked as 0.  Based on this method of scoring, participants could earn an overall possible 
score of 9 points on this section. 
 
Analyses and Statistical Measures 
An analysis of variance was conducted to determine: (1) whether pretest scores on 
knowledge of French relative pronouns differed significantly between the French classes, (2) 
whether pretest scores on the specification of rules concerning French relative pronouns differed 
significantly between the French classes, and (3) whether pretest scores on knowledge of nine 
terms relevant to the lesson on French relative pronouns differed significantly between the 
French classes.  The analysis did not reveal any significant differences among the classes relating 
to their knowledge of French relative pronouns or their ability to specify the rules pertaining to 
French relative pronouns.  However, the analysis did reveal a significant difference between two 
of the seven first-semester French classes with regard to their knowledge of the nine 
metalinguistic terms contained in the lesson on French relative pronouns (p = 0.023).  
Consequently, a post hoc (Tukey) test was run in order to establish which of the class means 
were different.  The results of this test indicated that Group X had a significantly lower mean (M 
= 3.47, SD = 1.88) than Group B (M = 5.56, SD = 1.93).  Apart from this difference between the 
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lowest and highest scoring groups, there were no other significant differences among the first-
semester classes.  Table 4.5 contains the pretest means, standard deviations, and ranges for 
participants’ knowledge of the nine metalinguistic terms among all of the first-semester French 
classes. 
A repeated measures analysis of variance was used in order to determine how the 
instructional treatments affected learning in three different areas: (1) knowledge of relative 
pronouns, (2) specification of rules, and (3) knowledge of metalinguistic terms.  Test time (pre 
vs. post) was used as the within-subjects factor and group (control vs. experimental) as the 
between-subjects factor.  The significance level for all statistical tests was fixed at .05. 
 
Results 
Knowledge of French relative pronouns 
The results were analyzed according to the total number of sentences that participants 
judged correctly, the total number of rules that participants supplied, and the total number of 
metalinguistic terms that they identified correctly.  Table 4.6 presents the descriptive statistics of 
the pretest and posttest scores on students’ knowledge of French relative pronouns (as measured 
by the grammaticality judgment and correction task).  Figure 4.1 presents a graphic of the pretest 
and posttest mean scores for each of the groups.  As Table 4.6 and Figure 4.1 show, the learners’ 
mean scores improved from pretest to posttest for both the control and experimental groups at all 
levels.  In fact, the results from a repeated measures ANOVA reveal that the improvement in 
scores from pretest to posttest is significant for both groups at all levels (see Table 4.7).  These 
findings suggest that learners’ performance on this task improved significantly from pretest to 
posttest due to the instruction they received and irrespective of whether or not grammatical 
terminology was defined. 
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While the repeated measures ANOVA yielded a main effect for test time, the results 
showed no significant main effect for group and no significant interaction between test time and 
group (see Table 4.7).  Figure 4.2 illustrates the interaction plots for all groups.  As Table 4.7 and 
Figure 4.2 reveal, the findings from the repeated measures ANOVA indicate that the 
experimental groups’ learning gains from pretest to posttest did not differ significantly from the 
control groups’ learning gains.  In other words, there was no significant difference between 
control and experimental groups in relation to gains in knowledge of French relative pronouns. 
 
Specification of rules 
As previously explained, pretests and posttests were also scored in terms of the total 
number of rules that learners correctly specified.  The descriptive statistics of the pretest and 
posttest data relating to the number of correct rules given by participants in each group is shown 
in Table 4.8.  A chart depicting the increase in the total number of correct rules supplied from 
pretest to posttest is displayed in Figure 4.3.  The results from a repeated measures ANOVA 
show that the difference between pretest and posttest scores is significant for both the control and 
experimental groups at all levels (see Table 4.9). 
The repeated measures ANOVA was performed in order to examine the effectiveness of 
instruction of metalinguistic terminology on the experimental group’s ability to supply the 
correct rule, as compared with the control group.  The results of the repeated measures ANOVA 
on the specification of rules task are shown in Table 4.9 and the interaction plots for all groups 
are illustrated in Figure 4.4.  As Table 4.9 and Figure 4.4 demonstrate, participants in both the 
control and experimental groups improved significantly from pretest to posttest on the 
specification of rules task across all four levels.  However, the results from the repeated 
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measures ANOVA indicate that the difference in learning gains between the two groups is not 
significant at any level. 
 
Knowledge of metalinguistic terminology 
A third series of tests was carried out in order to establish whether participants’ knowledge 
of metalinguistic terminology was affected as a result of the instruction they received.  Table 
4.10 and Figure 4.5 present the descriptive statistics from the pretest and posttest on students’ 
knowledge of metalinguistic terms contained in the lesson on French relative pronouns.  A 
repeated measures ANOVA was used in order to determine whether students’ scores after the 
instructional treatment were significantly higher than their pretest scores.  Table 4.11 presents 
the findings of the repeated measures ANOVA.  Interaction plots illustrating the effect of 
instruction on the control and experimental groups are presented in Figure 4.6.  Findings from 
the repeated measures ANOVA indicate that learners from both groups and all four levels 
identified significantly more metalinguistic terms on the posttest than the pretest.  However, the 
repeated measures ANOVA also shows that there is no significant difference in learning gains on 
knowledge of metalinguistic terminology between the control and experimental groups at any 
level. 
 
Discussion 
The findings from the data analysis confirm that study participants made substantial 
improvement on the grammaticality judgment and correction task, the specification of rules task, 
and the metalinguistic terminology task due to the instruction they received.  The finding that 
grammar instruction helped learners improve on these tasks (regardless of group) was not 
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unexpected, in view of the findings of earlier studies discussed in Chapter 1, which reported that 
grammar instruction can be useful in instructed language acquisition. 
However, comparisons made between the control and experimental groups to determine 
the effect of metalinguistic terminology instruction demonstrate that, on all three tasks and across 
all four levels, the improvements made by the experimental group were not significantly 
different from those made by the control group.  Because the control condition was not one in 
which participants received no instruction at all, rather, participants received explicit instruction 
on the grammatical target minus instruction on metalinguistic terms, this non-significant 
difference between control and experimental groups is, in fact, meaningful.  In other words, the 
non-significant difference implies that French learners who receive instruction on metalinguistic 
terminology prior to receiving instruction on French relative pronouns perform as well as, but 
not necessarily better than,  learners who do not receive instruction on metalinguistic terms.  The 
point at issue is why? 
As discussed in Chapter 1, research on the teaching of grammar has shown that (1) mere 
exposure to comprehensible input is not enough to support learners’ attainment of L2 grammar, 
and (2) grammar instruction can benefit learners by directing their attention to linguistic features.  
One way to direct learners’ attention to these features is through instruction which includes the 
use of metalinguistic terminology.  However, in an argument against the use of metalinguistic 
terminology in grammar instruction, Mohammed (1996) contended that unfamiliar terminology 
simply encumbers the learning process, making it more difficult for students to learn L2 
grammar.  Furthermore, based on the results from studies such as Alderson et al. (1997), Berry 
(2009), and Vande Berg (1999), researchers have concluded that students’ knowledge of 
metalinguistic terminology is rather limited.  Therefore, students may not understand L2 
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grammar explanations (and may not learn the grammatical target) because they are not familiar 
with the metalinguistic terms employed within those explanations. 
Alderson et al. (1997), Berry (2009), and Vande Berg (1999) investigated students’ 
knowledge of metalinguistic terminology, but did not investigate the effect of instruction of 
metalinguistic terminology on students’ ability to learn grammatical features.  This study, then, 
set out to investigate the effect of metalinguistic terminology instruction.  In order to provide 
support for Mohammed’s claim that the use of unfamiliar terminology makes it more difficult for 
students to learn L2 grammar, the control group would have to perform significantly worse than 
the experimental group.  However, results from the present study indicate that both the control 
and experimental groups benefitted from instruction on relative pronouns.  Moreover, even when 
students were not provided with an explanation of the metalinguistic terms employed in the 
lesson, they performed as well as those students who did receive instruction on the terms.  Based 
on these results, a lack of knowledge of metalinguistic terminology, which is perceived by some 
to be an impediment to L2 grammar learning, does not appear to hinder students’ ability to learn 
about relative pronouns in French.  These findings add to the literature on the usefulness of 
explicit form-focused instruction by providing support for the facilitative effect of directing 
learners’ attention to form whether or not they understand the terminology used to label that 
form. 
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Tables and Figures 
 
Table 4.1: Wh-pronouns 
WH-PRONOUN GENDER EXAMPLE 
who / whom personal Are you the doctor who looked after my daughter? 
which nonpersonal That is the hospital which is to be expanded. 
whose personal / nonpersonal 
That is the doctor whose phone number I gave you. 
That is the hospital whose phone number I gave you. 
Source: Greenbaum and Quirk (1990) 
 
 
 
Table 4.2: Relative pronoun distinction who / whom 
WH-PRONOUN CASE EXAMPLE 
who subjective The man who greeted me is a neighbor. 
whom objective The man whom I greeted is a neighbor. 
Source: Greenbaum and Quirk (1990) 
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Table 4.3: Relative pronouns that and zero 
PRONOUN GENDER CASE EXAMPLE 
that personal / nonpersonal subjective 
The actor that pleased me is new to London. 
The play that pleased me is new to London. 
that personal / nonpersonal objective 
The actor that I admired is new to London. 
The play that I admired is new to London. 
zero personal / nonpersonal subjective -- 
zero personal / nonpersonal objective 
The actor ( ) I admired is new to London. 
The play ( ) I admired is new to London. 
Source: Greenbaum and Quirk (1990) 
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Table 4.4: Relative pronouns in French 
PRONOUN GENDER FUNCTION EXAMPLE 
qui personal / nonpersonal subject 
l’homme qui conduit 
the man who drives 
que personal / nonpersonal direct object 
l’autobus que je conduis 
the bus that I drive 
dont personal / nonpersonal object of de 
une maladie dont il est mort 
an illness from which he died 
Source: Adapted from Hawkins and Towell (2001)  
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Table 4.5:  Mean scores, standard deviations, and ranges for knowledge of metalinguistic terms 
Group M SD Range 
B 5.56 1.93 8 
C1 5.38 1.63 6 
C2 5.56 1.33 4 
D 4.58 2.11 7 
E 5.15 1.63 6 
F 4.5 1.79 7 
X 3.47 1.88 6 
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Table 4.6:  Pretest and posttest data for grammaticality judgment and correction task 
 
 
Pretest Posttest 
French 101 Control Mean 7.23 10.02 
 SD 2.68 2.41 
 N 40 40 
French 101 Experimental Mean 7.85 9.68 
 SD 2.69 2.67 
 N 60 60 
French 102 Control Mean 5.57 10.13 
 SD 2.43 2.83 
 N 23 23 
French 102 Experimental Mean 7.24 10.67 
 SD 3.83 4.03 
 N 21 21 
French 103 Control Mean 7.29 11.81 
 SD 2.83 4.46 
 N 21 21 
French 103 Experimental Mean 8.26 11.16 
 SD 2.38 2.54 
 N 19 19 
French 104 Control Mean 7.44 12.69 
 SD 1.86 4.25 
 N 16 16 
French 104 Experimental Mean 9.50 13.17 
 SD 3.38 3.38 
 N 18 18 
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Figure 4.1:  Means scores for grammaticality judgment and correction task 
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Table 4.7:  Repeated measures ANOVA on the grammaticality judgment and correction task 
 
French 101 
 
Effect Source SS df MS F p ƞ2 
Within-subjects Test time 246.420 1 246.420 56.639 .000 .366 
 Time x Group 11.213 1 11.213 2.577 .112 .026 
 Error 426.367 98 4.351    
Between-subjects Intercept 15172.820 1 15172.820 1605.387 .000 .942 
 Group .963 1 .963 .102 .750 .001 
 Error 926.217 98 9.451    
 
French 102 
 
Effect Source SS df MS F p ƞ2 
Within-subjects Test time 356.011 1 356.011 64.064 .000 .604 
 Time x Group 7.091 1 7.091 1.276 .265 .029 
 Error 233.398 42 5.557    
Between-subjects Intercept 6172.375 1 6172.375 374.982 .000 .899 
 Group 26.785 1 26.785 1.627 .209 .037 
 Error 691.340 42 16.460    
 
French 103 
 
Effect Source SS df MS F p ƞ2 
Within-subjects Test time 281.250 1 281.250 44.436 .000 .539 
 Time x Group 13.236 1 13.236 2.091 .156 .052 
 Error 240.514 38 6.329    
Between-subjects Intercept 7411.250 1 7411.250 526.190 .000 .933 
 Group .529 1 .529 .038 .847 .001 
 Error 535.221 38 14.085    
 
French 104 
 
Effect Source SS df MS F p ƞ2 
Within-subjects Test time 330.882 1 330.882 53.074 .000 .624 
 Time x Group 10.618 1 10.618 1.703 .201 .051 
 Error 199.500 32 6.234    
Between-subjects Intercept 7836.765 1 7836.765 488.962 .000 .939 
 Group 27.360 1 27.360 1.707 .201 .051 
 Error 512.875 32 16.027    
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Figure 4.2:  Interaction plots of the grammaticality judgment and correction task 
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Table 4.8:  Pretest and posttest data for specification of rules task 
 
 
Pretest Posttest 
French 101 Control Mean 0.02 0.95 
 SD 0.16 1.40 
 N 40 40 
French 101 Experimental Mean 0.03 0.75 
 SD 0.18 1.45 
 N 60 60 
French 102 Control Mean 0.09 1.48 
 SD 0.29 1.86 
 N 23 23 
French 102 Experimental Mean 0.43 1.81 
 SD 1.96 2.54 
 N 21 21 
French 103 Control Mean 0.52 2.67 
 SD 1.03 2.56 
 N 21 21 
French 103 Experimental Mean 0.11 2.05 
 SD 0.32 1.84 
 N 19 19 
French 104 Control Mean 0.25 2.56 
 SD 0.78 2.78 
 N 16 16 
French 104 Experimental Mean 1.28 2.78 
 SD 1.97 2.71 
 N 18 18 
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Figure 4.3:  Mean scores for specification of rules task 
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Table 4.9:  Repeated measures ANOVA on the specification of rules task 
 
French 101 
 
Effect Source SS df MS F p ƞ2 
Within-subjects Test time 32.000 1 32.000 30.903 .000 .240 
 Time x Group .521 1 .521 .503 .480 .005 
 Error 101.479 98 1.036    
Between-subjects Intercept 36.980 1 36.980 36.032 .000 .269 
 Group .441 1 .441 .430 .514 .004 
 Error 100.579 98 1.026    
 
French 102 
 
Effect Source SS df MS F p ƞ2 
Within-subjects Test time 42.284 1 42.284 24.256 .000 .366 
 Time x Group .001 1 .001 .000 .985 .000 
 Error 73.215 42 1.743    
Between-subjects Intercept 78.284 1 78.284 15.603 .000 .271 
 Group 2.485 1 2.485 .495 .485 .012 
 Error 210.731 42 5.017    
 
French 103 
 
Effect Source SS df MS F p ƞ2 
Within-subjects Test time 84.050 1 84.050 35.984 .000 .486 
 Time x Group .191 1 .191 .082 .777 .002 
 Error 88.759 38 2.336    
Between-subjects Intercept 145.800 1 145.800 42.657 .000 .529 
 Group 5.318 1 5.318 1.556 .220 .039 
 Error 129.882 38 3.418    
 
French 104 
 
Effect Source SS df MS F p ƞ2 
Within-subjects Test time 60.235 1 60.235 25.711 .000 .446 
 Time x Group 2.796 1 2.796 1.193 .283 .036 
 Error 74.969 32 2.343    
Between-subjects Intercept 204.765 1 204.765 27.224 .000 .460 
 Group 6.544 1 6.544 .870 .358 .026 
 Error 240.691 32 7.522    
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Figure 4.4:  Interaction plots of the specification of rules task 
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Table 4.10:  Pretest and posttest data for metalinguistic terminology task 
 
 
Pretest Posttest 
French 101 Control Mean 4.84 5.37 
 SD 1.78 2.16 
 N 38 38 
French 101 Experimental Mean 4.90 5.18 
 SD 1.93 1.79 
 N 60 60 
French 102 Control Mean 4.86 5.23 
 SD 2.15 2.54 
 N 22 22 
French 102 Experimental Mean 5.00 6.00 
 SD 2.43 1.82 
 N 21 21 
French 103 Control Mean 5.38 5.57 
 SD 2.29 2.09 
 N 21 21 
French 103 Experimental Mean 4.95 6.37 
 SD 1.62 1.98 
 N 19 19 
French 104 Control Mean 5.06 5.88 
 SD 2.24 2.42 
 N 16 16 
French 104 Experimental Mean 6.17 6.78 
 SD 2.48 1.35 
 N 18 18 
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Figure 4.5:  Mean scores for metalinguistic terminology task 
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Table 4.11:  Repeated measures ANOVA on the metalinguistic terminology task 
 
French 101 
 
Effect Source SS df MS F p ƞ2 
Within-subjects Test time 6.985 1 6.985 4.416 .038 .044 
 Time x Group .687 1 .687 .434 .511 .005 
 Error 151.829 96 1.582    
Between-subjects Intercept 5030.862 1 5030.862 883.819 .000 .902 
 Group .188 1 .188 .033 .856 .000 
 Error 546.450 96 5.692    
 
French 102 
 
Effect Source SS df MS F p ƞ2 
Within-subjects Test time 9.779 1 9.779 4.069 .050 .090 
 Time x Group 2.175 1 2.175 .905 .347 .022 
 Error 98.545 41 2.404    
Between-subjects Intercept 2386.151 1 2386.151 307.736 .000 .882 
 Group 4.440 1 4.440 .573 .454 .014 
 Error 317.909 41 7.754    
 
French 103 
 
Effect Source SS df MS F p ƞ2 
Within-subjects Test time 12.013 1 12.013 4.115 .050 .098 
 Time x Group 7.553 1 7.553 2.587 .116 .064 
 Error 110.935 38 2.919    
Between-subjects Intercept 2475.313 1 2475.313 473.795 .000 .926 
 Group .659 1 .659 .126 .724 .003 
 Error 198.529 38 5.224    
 
French 104 
 
Effect Source SS df MS F p ƞ2 
Within-subjects Test time 8.471 1 8.471 5.976 .020 .157 
 Time x Group .172 1 .172 .121 .730 .004 
 Error 45.358 32 1.417    
Between-subjects Intercept 2448.000 1 2448.000 309.701 .000 .906 
 Group 17.059 1 17.059 2.158 .152 .063 
 Error 252.941 32 7.904    
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Figure 4.6:  Interaction plots of the metalinguistic terminology task 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
 
The first section of this chapter details the findings reported in the first four chapters.  The 
second section of the chapter formulates suggestions for additional research.  Lastly, the third 
section explains the significance and implications of the findings for second language research 
and teaching. 
 
Review of findings 
This study set out with three main aims: (1) to explore the way in which grammar is 
presented in beginning level French texts, (2) to investigate learners’ familiarity with 
metalinguistic terminology, and (3) to examine the effect of instruction of grammatical terms on 
student performance on L2 grammar tasks. 
The research presented in the literature review of this study concentrated on whether 
knowledge concerning L2 grammar is important in learning a foreign language.  Based on this 
research, it was concluded that instruction of L2 grammar can be helpful in acting as an advance 
organizer in a classroom context where language input is not as readily available as it is in a 
natural context.  Furthermore, numerous studies have found that mere exposure to language input 
is not enough to promote accuracy for all linguistic features and that some attention to form is 
needed.  Form-focused instruction, which Ellis (2001) describes as “any planned or incidental 
instructional activity that is intended to induce language learners to pay attention to linguistic 
form” may help promote language acquisition. 
Next, the content analysis provided an examination of the way in which a variety of 
beginning level French texts focus on grammatical forms.  Eight widely-used US French texts 
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were chosen for the content analysis.  All of the textbooks examined employed metalinguistic 
terminology in their presentations of grammar.  However, in the majority of cases, the textbooks 
used these metalinguistic terms without providing accompanying definitions as to what the terms 
meant. 
The survey that examined French learners’ knowledge of metalinguistic terminology 
provided insight into why grammar presentations that make use of metalinguistic terminology to 
explain L2 grammar may perhaps prove to be problematic for some students, as Alderson et al. 
(1997) and Vande Berg (1999) suggest.  Two hundred and thirty-eight first- and second-year 
French learners participated in the survey.  Survey participants were provided with a 
questionnaire consisting of thirty sentences, and for each sentence, the participants were 
requested to identify a specific grammatical structure.  Results from the survey revealed that not 
all participants were familiar with metalinguistic terminology.  The findings also showed that 
familiarity varied from term to term.  Nevertheless, the participants in this study demonstrated 
more familiarity with metalinguistic terms than in previous studies. 
Finally, the experimental study examined the effect of instruction of grammatical terms 
often used in textbook grammar presentations.  Two hundred and eighteen first- and second-year 
French learners participated in the study.  The goal of the experiment was to compare two groups 
of students (the experimental group, in which students received instruction on the meaning of 
English grammar terms, and the control group, in which students did not receive instruction on 
the meaning of these terms).  The study included a pretest / posttest design, and these 
assessments examined participants’ capacity to recognize and use relative pronouns.  The results 
suggested that while instruction of these terms significantly affected student performance from 
pretest to posttest, the improvement made by the experimental group was not significantly 
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different from that made by the control group.  Based on these results, a lack of knowledge of 
metalinguistic terminology, which is perceived by some to be an impediment to L2 grammar 
learning, does not appear to hinder students’ ability to learn about relative pronouns in French. 
These findings add to the literature on the usefulness of explicit form-focused instruction 
(Doughty 1991; Doughty and Williams 1998; Ellis 2002; Lightbown and Spada 1990; Norris and 
Ortega 2000; Swain 1998).  Results from this study provide support for the facilitative effect of 
directing learners’ attention to form whether or not they understand the terminology used to label 
that form.  While these findings were unexpected, they are perhaps not surprising, as they 
support the findings of previous studies which have reported on the effectiveness of form-
focused instruction in general, and irrespective of how the instruction might lead learners to 
attend to form.  Results from the present study, as well as those from previous studies, confirm 
that guiding learners to attend to form is beneficial.  However, additional research is needed to 
examine which type of form-focused instruction is most useful to learners. 
 
Suggestions for future research 
Future research should evaluate whether there exists a threshold on the effectiveness of 
teaching metalinguistic terminology to language learners.  For example, it is possible that the 
learners in the present study already knew too much terminology to benefit from the treatment.  
Findings from the survey on metalinguistic terminology demonstrated that participants in this 
study were more familiar with metalinguistic terms than participants in Vande Berg’s (1999) 
study.  Hence, one explanation for why participants in the treatment group did not perform 
significantly better than those in the control group is that the participants were already too 
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familiar with metalinguistic terminology to benefit from the explanations.  Future research 
should assess the possibility of such a threshold on the effectiveness of these explanations. 
Secondly, longitudinal studies should be conducted in the future in order to examine longer 
term effects of instruction of metalinguistic terminology on student comprehension of L2 
grammar.  Repeated treatment sessions over a lengthier period may show growing differences 
between control and experimental group performance that would not arise after only one 
treatment.  Furthermore, a delayed posttest would show whether the influence of instruction of 
metalinguistic terminology on the learning of L2 grammar is long-lasting.  Additionally, it would 
be useful to investigate the effects of various tasks that students could complete regularly to 
support the instruction of metalinguistic terminology they receive. 
The findings from this study indicate that explicit grammar instruction containing 
metalinguistic terminology helps to improve learners’ accuracy in the use of relative pronouns 
regardless of whether or not they are familiar with the terminology employed in the lesson.  
However, future research should investigate whether these results extend to other grammatical 
structures.  Some students may learn certain grammatical structures more easily if they receive 
instruction on the metalinguistic terms used in the lesson. 
Finally, the use of metalinguistic terminology may be more effective for those languages, 
like French, which have nonmeaningful or redundant grammatical forms that learners may miss 
in the input (e.g., past participle agreement with a preceding direct object or direct object 
pronoun).  In her research on focus on form in French immersion classes, Swain (1998) observed 
that although the majority of learners did not use metalinguistic terminology during collaborative 
output tasks, some use of metalinguistic terminology was evident in these interactions.  In such 
instances, learners made use of grammatical terminology to think aloud about how the language 
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works.  In the case of French, metalinguistic terminology used to direct learners’ attention to 
structural features of the language may be more effective for written language forms than spoken 
language forms, as some grammatical rules, like past participle agreement, do not always alter 
the spoken form of the utterance.  While outside the scope of the present investigation, one area 
for future research is to assess the extent to which the target language determines whether or not 
metalinguistic terminology should be used in instruction. 
 
Implications for teaching 
The investigation into metalinguistic terminology instruction uncovered that explicit 
grammar instruction containing metalinguistic terminology helps to improve learners’ L2 
performance, whether or not learners have knowledge of the terminology contained in the lesson.  
This finding implies that explicit grammar instruction containing metalinguistic terminology is 
helpful for students, and thereby opposes Alderson et al.’s (1997) view that “Any instruction 
which assumes that students know more than ‘noun’ or ‘verb’ will cause problems for many 
students” (108).  The results showed that participants in the control group performed 
significantly better on the posttest after receiving instruction that assumed their familiarity with 
metalinguistic terms.  Although many terms were used in the lesson, and none of the terms were 
defined, participants in the control group still made significant learning gains from pretest to 
posttest.  These results support the idea that explicit grammar instruction is useful, even if the 
instruction includes grammatical terminology which may be unfamiliar to students. 
Metalinguistic terminology can be used in grammar instruction in order to bring certain 
grammatical features of a language to the attention of students.  However, while the results of 
this study have shown that instruction containing metalinguistic terms does not impede student 
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learning, as Alderson et al. (1997), Mohammed (1996), and Vande Berg (1999) suggest, future 
research should be conducted to determine the most effective means of drawing learners’ 
attention to linguistic form.  Likewise, the findings of this study have implications for the 
development of instructional materials.  The results indicate that instructional materials that 
assume student familiarity with metalinguistic terms do not hinder students’ ability to learn.  
However, future research should investigate whether instructional materials that employ other 
techniques to draw learners’ attention to form might be more beneficial for learners. 
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APPENDIX A 
SURVEY 
Part 1 
 
Biographical Information: 
 
Study ID: ____________________ 
To generate your study ID, use (1) the first two letters of your high school’s name, (2) the day of 
the month you were born, and (3) the last letter of your first name. 
Example: (1) Attended: Metropolis High School, (2) Born: June 08, (3) Name: Clark Kent 
     Example Study ID: ME08K 
 
French course and section in which you are currently enrolled: __________________________ 
Are you – 1 _____ Male     2 _____ Female 
Age: ____________________ 
 
Language Background: 
 
What is your native language?  ____________________ 
Do you know any other languages?  Yes _____     No _____ 
If so, (1) for how long have you known the language and (2) how were you exposed to it? 
     Language: ____________________  For how long? __________ years 
     How were you exposed to the language? 
□ At home  □ In school  □ In another country  □ Other ___________________ 
     Language: ____________________ For how long? __________ years 
     How were you exposed to the language? 
□ At home  □ In school  □ In another country  □ Other ___________________ 
     Language: ____________________ For how long? __________ years 
     How were you exposed to the language? 
□ At home  □ In school  □ In another country  □ Other ___________________ 
Have you ever studied English grammar?  Yes _____     No _____ 
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Part 2 
In this section, you will be asked to identify certain grammatical categories in a series of 
sentences.  For each sentence below select grammatical item requested by clicking on the 
appropriate box(es).  NOTE: You may need to select more than one word for some items. 
 
Example: 
Maria is studying in the library. 
Select the present progressive verb form in the sentence above. 
Correct answer: is studying 
You should click on the boxes corresponding to both is and studying. 
 
1.  We often write to them about our classes. 
Select the subject pronoun in Sentence 1. 
2.  Did the teacher give you a homework assignment? 
Select the definite article in Sentence 2. 
3.  He does well in math, doesn’t he? 
Select the preposition in Sentence 3. 
4.  The new printer works best. 
Select the adjective in Sentence 4. 
5.  Has he already written his paper? 
Select the auxiliary verb in Sentence 5. 
6.  She likes to do her homework while watching TV. 
Select the conjugated verb in Sentence 6. 
7.  They haven’t met their new neighbors yet. 
Select the past participle in Sentence 7. 
8.  The cafeteria always serves delicious meals. 
Select the adverb in Sentence 8. 
9.  Give this to your roommate. 
Select the direct object in Sentence 9. 
10.  Did you tell her the assignment? 
Select the indirect object in Sentence 10. 
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11.  I saw a new boy sitting in the classroom. 
Select the indefinite article in Sentence 11. 
12.  Do you owe any money on your school loans? 
Select the non-count noun in Sentence 12. 
13.  She let me borrow her English literature book yesterday. 
Select the count noun in Sentence 13. 
14.  It is important to be on time for class. 
Select the infinitive in Sentence 14. 
15.  Paul likes to run and he exercises every day. 
Select the antecedent in Sentence 15. 
16.  He is always looking at himself in the mirror. 
Select the reflexive pronoun in Sentence 16. 
17.  Which book do we need to read for class? 
Select the interrogative adjective in Sentence 17. 
18.  The boy who lives next door is very polite. 
Select the relative pronoun in Sentence 18. 
19.  Every afternoon he studies while we go to class. 
Select the first person pronoun in Sentence 19. 
20.  Those books are in French, but these aren’t. 
Select the demonstrative pronoun in Sentence 20. 
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21.  If we had money, I would buy a car. 
Select the conditional in Sentence 21. 
22.  The teacher recommended that he do his homework regularly. 
Select the subjunctive in Sentence 22. 
23.  He lost his book while we were on vacation. 
Select the possessive adjective in Sentence 23. 
24.  Jane watches “Are you smarter than a fifth grader?” 
Select the comparative adjective in Sentence 24. 
25.  We chose this apartment because it is so large. 
Select the demonstrative adjective in Sentence 25. 
26.  They left the park because it started to rain. 
Select the conjunction in Sentence 26. 
27.  Although we were invited to dinner, I couldn’t go. 
Select the dependent clause in Sentence 27. 
28.  Mary was doing some homework when her parents arrived. 
Select the transitive verb in Sentence 28. 
29.  My roommate has a dental appointment today after class. 
Select the object of the preposition in Sentence 29. 
30.  Here comes a girl who lives down the hall. 
Select the main clause in Sentence 30. 
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APPENDIX B 
 
CONSENT FORM 
 
The Role of Metalinguistic Terminology in Second Language Teaching and Learning 
 
You are invited to participate in a research study that investigates students’ ability to identify 
certain grammatical elements within a sentence and the effects of grammatical training on 
second language learners of French.  This research study is conducted by Alison Clifton, M.A. 
and Peter Golato, PhD. from the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign in the French 
Department. You were selected as a possible participant in this study because you are a second 
language learner of French and because you are older than 18 years.  You are one of 
approximately 550 participants chosen to participate in this study. 
 
What procedures are involved? 
This research study consists of two sessions.  The first session takes place online.  If you decide 
to participate, you will complete (1) a language background questionnaire in which you will 
provide information about your language learning experience (approx. 5 min.); and (2) a survey 
consisting of thirty multiple choice questions (approx. 20 min.).  The complete first session will 
take approximately 25 minutes.   
 
The second session will take place during your French class at the University of Illinois.  In the 
second session you will complete: (1) two grammaticality judgment tests that will assess your 
grammatical proficiency in French (approx. 30 min.); and (2) an instructional reading on a 
French grammatical structure (approx. 20 min.).  The complete second session will take 
approximately 50 minutes. 
 
What are the potential risks? 
There are no known physical, psychological, social, or legal risks in this study beyond those 
found in everyday life. 
 
Are there benefits to taking part in the research? 
Your participation would help us learn more about the nature of the grammatical knowledge of 
second language learners of French.  This knowledge may in turn help French instructors 
develop more efficient teaching methods. 
 
What about privacy and confidentiality? 
Please note that any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can be 
identified with you will remain confidential.  More specifically, you will create a unique study 
identifier (ID) to conceal your actual identity.  We will keep all files in a secure place such as a 
locked file cabinet or on a password protected computer.  Files will be viewed only for research 
and data analysis purposes by the primary investigators.  The data will be used in the 
investigator's dissertation and might be used for research presentations and research publications.  
However, no information will be included that would reveal your identity. 
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To ensure confidentiality, we recommend that you clear the browser cache and page history 
following completion and submission of the survey and do not leave the survey open if you are 
using a public computer or a computer that others may have access to. 
 
What are the costs for participating in this research? 
There is no cost to you for participation in this project. 
 
Will I be compensated for my participation in this research? 
Individuals participating in this research will earn 10 points extra credit in their French class.  
Five points will be awarded for participation in the survey and 5 points for participation in the in-
class study.  Upon completion of the survey, you will need to print the “Survey Completed!” 
screen and bring it to your teacher to confirm your participation.  Students must participate in 
both sessions (online and in class) to earn the full 10 points extra credit. 
 
Can I withdraw or be removed from the study? 
Your participation in this research is voluntary.  You do not have to answer any question you do 
not wish to answer.  If you decide to participate, you are free to withdraw your consent and 
discontinue participation at any time without affecting your relationship with the University of 
Illinois at Urbana-Champaign.  The decision to participate, decline, or withdraw from 
participation will have no effect on your grades at, status at, or future relations with the 
University of Illinois. 
 
Questions? 
If you have questions about this study, please contact Alison Clifton at clifton2@illinois.edu or 
Peter Golato at pgolato@illinois.edu. Should you have any questions concerning research 
subject’s rights, you can contact the UIUC IRB Office (217-333-2670; irb@uiuc.edu). The IRB 
Office may be called collect. 
 
Giving Consent to Participate 
By clicking yes to the statement below, you certify that you are 18 years of age or older, that you 
have read and understand the above, and that you have been advised that you are free to 
withdraw your consent and to discontinue participation in the research at any time, without any 
prejudice. 
 
Participant: I have read and understand the above information, and voluntarily agree to 
participate in this research. 
 
o Yes 
o No 
 
Please print a copy for your records. 
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APPENDIX C 
RECRUITMENT SCRIPT 
 
Participants will be contacted in person. The following is a recruitment script for this contact: 
Hello, 
My name is Alison Clifton. I’m a doctoral student in the Department of French at the University of 
Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. I have asked (insert name) for permission to speak with you regarding a 
research study that I am conducting as part of my doctoral dissertation. 
I am conducting a study that investigates (1) students’ ability to identify certain grammatical elements 
within a sentence and (2) the effects of grammatical training on second language learners of French. You 
were selected as possible participants in this study because you are second language learners of French. 
However, in order to participate in this study you must be at least 18 years old. 
This research study consists of two sessions. The first session takes place online. If you decide to 
participate, you will complete (1) a language background questionnaire in which you will provide 
information about your language learning experience; and (2) a survey consisting of thirty multiple choice 
questions. The complete first session will take approximately 25 minutes. 
The second session will take place during your French class at the University of Illinois. In the second 
session you will complete: (1) two grammaticality judgment tests that will assess your grammatical 
proficiency in French; and (2) an instructional reading on a French grammatical structure. The complete 
second session will take approximately 50 minutes. 
Participation in this study is completely voluntary. The decision to participate, decline, or withdraw from 
participation will have no effect on your grades at, status at, or future relations with the University of 
Illinois. 
Confidentiality of the study participants will be maintained. All results will be presented in aggregate 
form only. 
Individuals participating in this research will earn 10 points extra credit in their French class.  Five points 
will be awarded for participation in the survey and 5 points for participation in the in-class study.  If you 
do not wish to participate in this study but still wish to receive extra credit, a separate but equal 
assignment will be made available to you by your instructor. 
Do you have any questions? 
Thanks for your consideration of involvement in this study. 
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APPENDIX D 
ASSESSMENT 1 
 
Study ID: ___________________________ Course / Section: _______________________ 
To generate your study ID, use (1) the first two letters of your high school’s name, (2) the day of 
the month you were born, and (3) the last letter of your first name. 
Example: (1) Attended: Metropolis High School, (2) Born: June 08, (3) Name: Clark Kent 
     Example Study ID: ME08K 
 
Did you complete the survey?     □ Yes     □ No What is your native language? ___________ 
 
For each sentence below, indicate whether the sentence is correct or incorrect by filling in the 
appropriate circle. If the sentence is incorrect, circle the error and rewrite the incorrect part of 
the sentence correctly.  Then, give the grammatical rule which explains why the original 
sentence was incorrect. 
Example: Elles ne regarde pas souvent la télévision.      ○ Correct        ● Incorrect (circle error) 
Correct version: __________regardent__________ Rule: The verb must agree with the subject 
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1. C’est une femme dont j’admire le courage.                  ○ Correct     ○ Incorrect (circle error) 
Correct version: ______________________ Rule: __________________________________ 
 
2. J’ai des amis qui arrivent ce soir.              ○ Correct     ○ Incorrect (circle error) 
Correct version: ______________________ Rule: __________________________________ 
 
3. Il y a une fille que j’aime beaucoup.             ○ Correct     ○ Incorrect (circle error) 
Correct version: ______________________ Rule: __________________________________ 
 
4. La fille qui vous a invité chez elle est sympa.            ○ Correct     ○ Incorrect (circle error) 
Correct version: ______________________ Rule: __________________________________ 
 
5. La femme dont je parle porte une robe.             ○ Correct     ○ Incorrect (circle error) 
Correct version: ______________________ Rule: __________________________________ 
 
6. Nous visitons le parc qui notre amie a recommandé.        ○ Correct     ○ Incorrect (circle error) 
Correct version: ______________________ Rule: __________________________________ 
 
7. Voilà une musicienne que j’ai beaucoup respecté.            ○ Correct     ○ Incorrect (circle error) 
Correct version: ______________________ Rule: __________________________________ 
 
8. Il y a un train qui part dans quinze minutes.            ○ Correct     ○ Incorrect (circle error) 
Correct version: ______________________ Rule: __________________________________ 
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9. L’homme qui je parle porte un pull.             ○ Correct     ○ Incorrect (circle error) 
Correct version: ______________________ Rule: __________________________________ 
 
10. Il y a un bus dont arrive dans cinq minutes.            ○ Correct     ○ Incorrect (circle error) 
Correct version: ______________________ Rule: __________________________________ 
 
11. Nous visitons le musée que notre ami a recommandé.    ○ Correct     ○ Incorrect (circle error) 
Correct version: ______________________ Rule: __________________________________ 
 
12. Voilà l’homme que vous a parlé.              ○ Correct     ○ Incorrect (circle error) 
Correct version: ______________________ Rule: __________________________________ 
 
13. J’ai des copains que viennent ce soir.             ○ Correct     ○ Incorrect (circle error) 
Correct version: ______________________ Rule: __________________________________ 
 
14. Voilà la femme qui vous a parlé.              ○ Correct     ○ Incorrect (circle error) 
Correct version: ______________________ Rule: __________________________________ 
 
15. C’est l’auteur dont j’ai acheté le livre.             ○ Correct     ○ Incorrect (circle error) 
Correct version: ______________________ Rule: __________________________________ 
 
16. Le livre dont j’ai besoin est difficile à trouver.            ○ Correct     ○ Incorrect (circle error) 
Correct version: ______________________ Rule: __________________________________ 
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17. Les jeunes que nous avons rencontré ici sont horribles. ○ Correct     ○ Incorrect (circle error) 
Correct version: ______________________ Rule: __________________________________ 
 
18. Il y a un garçon qui j’aime beaucoup.             ○ Correct     ○ Incorrect (circle error) 
Correct version: ______________________ Rule: __________________________________ 
 
19. C’est l’ami dont tu connais sa mère.             ○ Correct     ○ Incorrect (circle error) 
Correct version: ______________________ Rule: __________________________________ 
 
20. Le document qui j’ai besoin est disponible en ligne.      ○ Correct     ○ Incorrect (circle error) 
Correct version: ______________________ Rule: __________________________________ 
 
21. La femme dont vous a accueilli chez elle est gentille.    ○ Correct     ○ Incorrect (circle error) 
Correct version: ______________________ Rule: __________________________________ 
 
22. Les gens que nous avons connus ici sont formidables.   ○ Correct     ○ Incorrect (circle error) 
Correct version: ______________________ Rule: __________________________________ 
 
23. Voilà une chanteuse que j’ai beaucoup admirée.            ○ Correct     ○ Incorrect (circle error) 
Correct version: ______________________ Rule: __________________________________ 
 
24. C’est un homme dont j’apprécie son travail.            ○ Correct     ○ Incorrect (circle error) 
Correct version: ______________________ Rule: __________________________________ 
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APPENDIX E 
CONTROL GROUP MATERIALS 
Les pronoms relatifs 
Linking Ideas 
A relative pronoun (who, that, which, whom, 
whose) links a dependent (relative) clause to a main 
clause.  A dependent clause is one that cannot 
stand by itself—for example, the italicized parts of 
the following sentences:  The suitcase that he is 
carrying is mine; There is the store in which we met. 
 PERSON THING 
subject qui qui 
object que que 
with preposition qui lequel 
with de dont dont 
 
  
Learning to use relative pronouns in French will allow you to speak and write in a more 
sophisticated manner.  Instead of using simple sentences and repetition, you will be able 
to qualify or expand on your main clause by attaching to it a second (relative, or 
subordinate) clause. 
Simple sentence and repetition: 
J’aime ce film.  Ce film vient de sortir. 
I like this movie.  This movie just came out. 
Main clause + relative clause: 
J’aime ce film qui vient de sortir. 
I like this movie that just came out. 
NOTE: In the example above, qui is the relative pronoun that links the main clause to the 
relative clause.  It functions as the subject of the verb in the relative clause (vient), and its 
antecedent (the word in the main clause that it represents) is film.  There are several 
relative pronouns to choose from in French, depending on how the pronoun functions in 
the relative clause. 
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Qui 
1. The relative pronoun used as a subject of a 
dependent clause is qui (who, that, which).  It 
can refer to both people and things. 
J’ai un emploi.  Il me plaît. 
J’ai un emploi qui me plait. 
Je vois la femme.  Elle vous a parlé. 
Je vois la femme qui vous a parlé. 
In the first example, qui replaces the subject il in the 
dependent clause.  Because it is the subject of the 
clause, qui will always be followed by a conjugated 
verb (qui…plait).  Note that in the second example, 
vous is not a subject but an object pronoun; elle is 
the subject of a parlé. 
2. Qui does not elide when followed by a vowel 
sound. 
L’architecte qui est arrivé ce matin vient du Japon. 
 
  
 
Qui and que are the most commonly used relative pronouns in French. 
Qui functions as a subject.  Its antecedent can be either a person or a thing.  The verb in 
the relative clause agrees in number (singular/plural) with that of the antecedent. 
L’actrice qui joue le rôle principal du film n’est pas très bonne. 
[The antecedent actrice and verb joue are 3rd person singular.] 
The actress who plays the leading role in the film isn’t very good. 
 
On critique les pubs qui montrent trop de nudité. 
[The antecedent pubs and verb montrent are 3rd person plural.] 
People are critical of ads that show too much nudity. 
 
When qui is followed by a vowel, there is no elision (combining the i of qui with the 
vowel that follows) 
Quel est le nom de l’acteur qui a joué le rôle principal dans le film Titanic ? 
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Que 
1. The relative pronoun used as a direct object of a 
dependent clause is que (whom, that, which).  It also 
can refer to both people and things. 
C’est une entreprise.  Je connais bien cette entreprise. 
C’est une entreprise que je connais bien. 
Voici une amie.  J’ai rencontré cette amie au travail. 
Voici une amie que j’ai rencontrée au travail. 
In the second example, que replaces the direct object 
cette amie.  Que is always followed by a subject and a 
conjugated verb (que j’ai rencontrée).  Note that the 
past participle agrees with the preceding feminine direct 
object que (une amie). 
2. Que elides with a following vowel sound. 
L’architecte qu’elle a rencontré vient du Japon. 
 
 
  
 
Que functions as a direct object.  Its antecedent can be either a person or a thing. 
Que takes the gender (masculine/feminine) and number (singular/plural) of its 
antecedent, so a past participle in the relative clause must agree with the gender 
and number of the antecedent. 
 Le film que nous avons vu est très bon. 
 (antecedent = film  past participle vu) 
 
 L’actrice que nous avons vue est très connue. 
 (antecedent = actrice  past participle vue) 
 
When the relative pronoun que is followed by a vowel, the e of que is elided with 
that vowel. 
 L’actrice française qu’elle aime s’appelle Marion Cotillard. 
 
NOTE: The relative pronoun que cannot be omitted in French, as it can in English. 
 Quel est le nom du film que tu as vu? 
 What is the name of the movie (that) you saw? 
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Dont 
1. The pronoun dont is used to replace the preposition de (du, de 
la, de l’, des) plus its object.  If the verb of the dependent clause 
requires the preposition de (as in parler de, avoir besoin de, 
etc.) before an object, use dont. 
Où est le reçu ?  J’ai besoin du reçu. 
Où est le reçu dont j’ai besoin ? 
Where is the receipt?  I need the receipt. 
Where is the receipt that I need? 
2. Dont is also used to express possession. 
C’est la passagère.  Ses valises sont à la douane. 
C’est la passagère dont les valises sont à la douane. 
That’s the passenger. Her suitcases are at the customs office. 
That’s the passenger whose suitcases are at the customs office. 
Martin est écrivain.  On peut acheter ses livres à la librairie. 
Martin est l’écrivain dont on peut acheter les livres à la librairie. 
Martin is a writer.  You can buy his books at the bookstore. 
Martin is the writer whose books you can buy at the bookstore. 
When dont is used, there is no need for a possessive adjective.  Note 
the use of the definite article (les). 
 
 
Dont is the relative pronoun used to replace de + its object in a relative clause.  
The object of the preposition can be either a person or a thing. 
Dont is the relative pronoun to use with the following common expressions: 
avoir besoin de  être fier (fière) de 
avoir envie de  se souvenir de 
avoir peur de  se servir de 
être content(e) de se moquer de 
être satisfait(e) de parler de 
Le grand classique dont il se souvient le mieux est Casablanca. 
The classic film he remembers best is Casablanca. 
La vedette française dont nous parlons est Daniel Auteuil. 
The star we are talking about is Daniel Auteuil. 
NOTE: In the examples above, the relative pronoun cannot be omitted in 
French, as it can in English. 
Dont is the relative pronoun that sometimes translates into English as whose. 
 Dans le film Titanic, le héros tombe amoureux d’une jeune femme
 dont le fiancé est très riche. 
 In the movie Titanic, the hero falls in love with a young woman whose
 fiancé is very rich. 
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APPENDIX F 
EXPERIMENTAL GROUP MATERIALS 
Les pronoms relatifs 
Linking ideas 
 A relative pronoun (who, that, which, whom, whose) 
links a dependent (relative) clause to a main clause. A 
dependent clause is one that cannot stand by itself – 
for example, the italicized parts of the following 
sentences: The suitcase that he is carrying is mine; 
There is the store in which we met. 
 
 PERSON THING 
subject qui qui 
object que que 
with preposition qui lequel 
with de dont dont 
 
A dependent clause is dependent on a MAIN CLAUSE; that is, another group of words having a subject and a verb 
that can stand alone as a complete sentence. 
         Main clause               Main clause 
The suitcase that he is carrying is mine.          La valise qu’il porte est la mienne. 
Main clause         Main clause 
There is the store in which we met.       Voilà le magasin dans lequel nous nous sommes rencontrés. 
A DEPENDENT CLAUSE is a group of words having a subject and a verb that cannot stand alone because it does not 
express a complete thought.  A RELATIVE CLAUSE is a type of dependent clause that starts with a relative pronoun. 
      Dependent clause      Dependent clause 
The suitcase that he is carrying is mine.          La valise qu’il porte est la mienne. 
 subject  verb                    subject          verb 
              Dependent clause               Dependent clause 
There is the store in which we met.       Voilà le magasin dans lequel nous nous sommes rencontrés. 
                  subject      verb      subject               verb 
A RELATIVE PRONOUN is a word used at the beginning of a clause giving additional information about someone or 
something previously mentioned. 
Clause 
Additional information about the suitcase 
 
The suitcase that he is carrying is mine.            La valise qu’il porte est la mienne. 
Clause 
Additional information about the store 
There is the store in which we met.       Voilà le magasin dans lequel nous nous sommes rencontrés. 
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Qui 
1. The relative pronoun used as a subject of a 
dependent clause is qui (who, that, which).  It 
can refer to both people and things. 
J’ai un emploi.  Il me plaît. 
J’ai un emploi qui me plait. 
Je vois la femme.  Elle vous a parlé. 
Je vois la femme qui vous a parlé. 
In the first example, qui replaces the subject il in the 
dependent clause.  Because it is the subject of the 
clause, qui will always be followed by a conjugated 
verb (qui…plait).  Note that in the second example, 
vous is not a subject but an object pronoun; elle is 
the subject of a parlé. 
2. Qui does not elide when followed by a vowel 
sound. 
L’architecte qui est arrivé ce matin vient du Japon. 
The SUBJECT is the person or thing that performs the action of the verb. 
Il me plait.     It pleases me.   
Qu’est-ce qui me plaît ?  Réponse : Il.  What pleases me?  Answer: It. 
Elle vous a parlé.    She spoke to you.   
Qui vous a parlé ?  Réponse : Elle.   Who spoke to you?  Answer: She. 
A CONJUGATED VERB changes form to agree with its subject. 
J’ai / Elle a I have / She has 
An OBJECT PRONOUN is a pronoun replacing a noun as direct or indirect object of a verb. 
Elle vous a parlé.     She spoke to you. 
Elle a parlé à qui?  Réponse : vous.  She spoke to whom?  Answer: you. 
Il la voit.     He sees her. 
Il voit qui?  Réponse : la.    He sees whom?  Answer: her. 
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Que 
1. The relative pronoun used as a direct object of a 
dependent clause is que (whom, that, which).  It also 
can refer to both people and things. 
C’est une entreprise.  Je connais bien cette entreprise. 
C’est une entreprise que je connais bien. 
Voici une amie.  J’ai rencontré cette amie au travail. 
Voici une amie que j’ai rencontrée au travail. 
In the second example, que replaces the direct object 
cette amie.  Que is always followed by a subject and a 
conjugated verb (que j’ai rencontrée).  Note that the past 
participle agrees with the preceding feminine direct object 
que (une amie). 
2. Que elides with a following vowel sound. 
L’architecte qu’elle a rencontré vient du Japon. 
A DIRECT OBJECT is a noun or pronoun that receives the action of the verb directly, without a 
preposition between the verb and the noun or pronoun object.  It answers the question whom? or 
what? asked after the verb. 
Je connais bien cette entreprise.             I know this business well. 
Je connais bien quoi?  Réponse: cette entreprise.               I know what well?  Answer: this business. 
J’ai rencontré cette amie au travail.            I met this friend at work. 
J’ai rencontré qui au travail?  Réponse : cette amie.           I met whom at work?  Answer: this friend. 
The PAST PARTICIPLE can be used as the main verb of a compound tense with the auxiliary avoir (to 
have) or être (to be).  When the auxiliary verb is avoir, the past participle agrees with the direct object, 
if the direct object comes before the verb in the sentence. 
Le fauteuil qu’il a acheté est confortable.                    La chaise qu’il a achetée est confortable. 
 masc. sing.      fem. sing. 
The armchair he bought is comfortable.   The chair he bought is comfortable. 
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Dont 
1. The pronoun dont is used to replace the preposition de (du, 
de la, de l’, des) plus its object.  If the verb of the dependent 
clause requires the preposition de (as in parler de, avoir 
besoin de, etc.) before an object, use dont. 
Où est le reçu ?  J’ai besoin du reçu. 
Où est le reçu dont j’ai besoin ? 
Where is the receipt?  I need the receipt. 
Where is the receipt that I need? 
2. Dont is also used to express possession. 
C’est la passagère.  Ses valises sont à la douane. 
C’est la passagère dont les valises sont à la douane. 
That’s the passenger. Her suitcases are at the customs office. 
That’s the passenger whose suitcases are at the customs office. 
Martin est écrivain.  On peut acheter ses livres à la librairie. 
Martin est l’écrivain dont on peut acheter les livres à la librairie. 
Martin is a writer.  You can buy his books at the bookstore. 
Martin is the writer whose books you can buy at the bookstore. 
When dont is used, there is no need for a possessive adjective.  Note the use of the definite article (les). 
OBJECTS are nouns or pronouns indicating towards what or whom the action of 
the verb is directed. 
J’ai besoin du reçu. I need the receipt. 
verb          object   verb     object 
A POSSESSIVE ADJECTIVE shows possession; it tells whose noun it is. 
Ses valises sont à la douane.            Her suitcases are at the customs office. 
On peut acheter ses livres à la librairie. You can buy his books at the bookstore. 
A DEFINITE ARTICLE is a word placed before a noun to show that the noun 
refers to a specific person, animal, place, thing, event or idea.  In French, there 
are three definite articles, le, la, les. 
Donne-moi le livre sur la table.  Give me the book on the table. 
J’ai mangé la pomme du jardin.  I ate the apple from the garden. 
